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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
Predictors of Placement Satisfaction for Foster Youth
by
Shereen McFarlane
Doctor of Philosophy, Graduate Program in Family Studies
Loma Linda University, September 2015
Dr. Curtis Fox, Chairperson

Youth in the foster care system are often removed from their biological families
because of challenges to their safety and wellbeing and are often at risk for further
placement disruption and poor socio-emotional development. Placement stability is a
crucial component to establishing permanency and placement satisfaction might be a
contributing factor. This study uses an ecological framework to explore the impact of the
foster youth’s ecosystem, such as the foster child, foster parent, child welfare worker, and
the placement environment on placement satisfaction. This quantitative study uses
secondary data to determine the predictability of these factors on placement satisfaction
of foster youth (10-17) in care for at least a year. Results from cross-sectional and
longitudinal analyses show that the youth’s perception of their relationship with the
caregiver, and type of placement are important contributors to placement satisfaction.
The study has important implications for theory, research, and practice.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The United States of America Adoption and Foster Care Analysis Reporting
System (AFCARS) in 2009 reported that there were approximately 424,000 children in
foster care. While the major goal of fostering is reunification, 50% of children will be
reunified and the rest will remain in an out-of-home placement. Many of the youth that
remain in foster care are between the ages of 11 and 18. As such, these youth will be in
foster care on a long term or permanent basis (AFCARS, 2009). In contrast, available
data in Canada estimate that in 2007 approximately 67,000 children were in out-of-home
care on any given day. In the province of Ontario, just over 18,000 care reside in foster
care. In 2010, 33% of these youth were over the age of 16 years (Courtney, Flynn, &
Beaupre, 2013).
In a review of the foster care population, Courtney, Flynn, and Beaupre (2013)
noted that there are four main differences between the child welfare systems in United
States and Canada. First, federal leadership plays an important role in child welfare
matters in the United States whereas in Canada federal leadership does not exist. In
Canada, the leadership is the sole responsibility of the 10 provinces and 3 territories.
Second, Canadian services to young people is heavily influenced by England’s Looking
After Children approach to child welfare but that approach has had little to no impact in
the United States. Third, while aboriginal children are over-represented in care in
Canada, in the United States, African American children are disproportionately
represented. Fourth, the United States has conducted more experimental and quasiexperimental outcome evaluations than Canada. However, it can be argued that the
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impact of family disruption on foster youth is the same.
The research literature on foster children has pointed out that family disruption
can negatively impact socio-emotional development (Lawrence, Carlson, & Egeland,
2006). Zima et al. (2000) noted that children in foster care often have behavioral
problems and academic delays. In regards to transitioning into adulthood, Berzin (2008)
highlighted that foster youth approaching adulthood fare poorly on various economic and
social outcomes. In an examination of the experiences associated with foster care,
Bruskas (2008) concluded that children often experience feelings of confusion, fear,
apprehension of the unknown, sadness, anxiety, and stress. Bruskas suggests that these
feelings and experiences must be addressed to decrease poor developmental and mental
health outcomes.
Child welfare agencies have adopted various interventions to keep children in
compromised families safe, as well as attempted to minimize the impact of the family
disruption on their global and socio-emotional development. Policies such as permanency
planning, which employ adoption, long-term foster care, and kinship care, are used to
provide stability for children who are moved from their biological homes. However, there
are mixed results on how well these interventions achieve the goal of maintaining and
establishing stability or how effective they are at minimizing adverse effects.
Permanency in foster care is the process of seeking to establish and provide
stability for children who have been removed from their family-of-origin (Terpstra,
1987). Permanency planning includes family preservation, reunification, permanent
foster care or relative care and adoption (Tilbury & Osmond, 2006). Through long-term
relationship with foster parents, foster youth can develop relationships that facilitate a

2

sense of belonging and emotional security (Frey, et al., 2008). The wellbeing, social
functioning, and competency of foster children are impacted by the quality of the
attachments formed between the caregiver and the child (Tilbury & Osmond, 2006).
One challenge with permanency planning is deciding which option is best for the
child or youth. Initially, foster care was seen as a temporary solution in which the
primary outcome was family reunification; however, more children are remaining in
foster care on a long-term basis (Mapp & Steinberg, 2007). In a clinical application of
permanency, Gauthier, Fortin, and Jeliu (2004) observed this reality. For this reason, they
often recommend that children remain in the foster home. In many cases, they have
noticed that children who are progressively integrated with their biological family tend to
experience severe behavioral difficulties. They argue that the longer the child has been
separated from their biological parents, the more likely they are to develop stronger
attachments with their foster parents. This bond with the foster family will result in
challenges and/or issues with reintegration with their biological family. However, Frey et
al. (2008) noted that child welfare agencies tend not to explore the ‘family like
relationship’ within foster care and the possibility of legal permanence through
guardianship or adoption. The article noted that there are various reasons why legal
permanency with foster families is not an explored option.
As an intervention, foster families are widely used to provide the elements of
family life that are missing when children are removed from their home. The ability to
form and maintain relationships becomes increasingly difficulty for children who have
been maltreated (Frey, Cushing, Freundlich, & Brenner, 2008). Thus, the relationship that
is developed between the foster child and the foster parent is important. It has been
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shown that behavioral outcomes also have been associated with caregiver sensitivity,
which is positively related to externalizing and internalizing behaviors of infants
(Oosterman & Schuengel, 2008).
Placement stability is a key component in meeting the goal of permanency and
reducing the psychosocial effects of being removed from biological families (Crum,
2010; Ward, 2009). According to the United States Department of Health and Human
Services, placement stability is defined as 2 or fewer moves in the course of the life of a
child. The research has focused on identifying factors that contribute to establishing
placement stability as an indirect measure of permanency. Placement satisfaction is a
rating that seeks to determine the foster youth’s comfort and level happiness with a
particular placement. Gathering input from the foster youth about their placement may be
helpful in increasing their sense of empowerment (Wilson & Conroy, 1999). Their input
about their satisfaction might also be beneficial in establishing their placement stability.
However, very little attention has been given to highlighting the variables that are
associated with placement satisfaction among foster youth who are currently in care and
are able to self-report on their satisfaction. Exploring the predictors of placement
satisfaction may provide another avenue in the process of achieving permanency among
foster youth.
An ecological perspective is beneficial in gaining a comprehensive understanding
of how factors in a foster youth’s environment can impact how satisfied foster youth are
with their placement. Foster youth and their families do not operate in isolation, but can
be considered an ecosystem that interacts with different levels of their environment
(Henderson & Scannapieco, 2006; Hong, Algood, Chiu & Ai-Ping Lee, 2011; Milner,
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1987). Henderson and Scannapieco (2006) argue that foster care can be complex and
attention should be given to how various levels (micro, meso and macro) of the
ecosystem interact. Their study found three external factors that are significant predictors
of effective foster parenting. These include positive parent-child interaction, participation
in religious/ spiritual activities, and agency training attendance. This highlights how the
community can influence the micro system.
Various professional systems are involved in the care and management of foster
youth. This often includes social workers, lawyers, foster agencies, therapists, and
doctors (Barratt, 2002). As a result, yet different from non-foster families, these
professional systems have a direct influence on various aspects of a foster youth’s
experience in care. In addition to professional systems, biological families and siblings
are part of the foster child/youth’s environment even when the child or youth resides in a
foster home (Hong et al., 2011). The influences that natural families exert on a foster
youth’s satisfaction with placement is important to explore especially when youth are
placed in long-term care. However, very few studies have taken into account the impact
that these external systems have on their perception of their placement.
Placement stability is essential to minimize the negative impact of placement
disruption. Exploring the placement satisfaction of foster youth might be helpful in
achieving placement stability. This present study, using an ecological lens, will seek to
determine the influence of various characteristics associated with social workers, foster
parents, foster youth, and their placement on placement satisfaction. Secondly, this study
will explore the influence of these factors on placement satisfaction over time. Secondary
data from larger study, the Ontario Looking After Children (OnLAC) project, will be

5

used to examine the aforementioned objectives. The study will focus on the data collected
from social workers, foster parents, and adolescents about different aspects of out-ofhome placement of youth between the ages of 12 and 17. A quantitative analysis will be
used to determine the unique effects of foster youth, foster parents, social workers, and
placement characteristics on placement satisfaction.
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CHAPTER II
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
In the foster care system, foster youth interact with and respond to various
individuals who are part of their lives. These individuals include biological families,
foster families, social workers, and social services agencies. The type of interactions
these persons have with the foster youth may be related to or may be able to predict the
satisfaction level of foster youth. As such, several factors associated with the youth’s
environment can prove to have a positive or negative impact on the socio-emotional
development of a child as well as their level of satisfaction. The perception of a specific
experience or event could depend on the way in which these various factors interact with
each other.
In this present study, ecological theory has been chosen as the lens through which
to view this particular phenomenon. Ecological theory provides a framework that
highlights the ways in which different levels of a system interact and influences how
foster youth perceive their out-of-home placements. More specifically, this study will use
the concepts of ecological theory to explore how different levels of an ecosystem interact
within these foster families.
Ecological theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1977) suggests that each level in the
ecosystem exists in a bidirectional relationship. At the micro level, the caregiver and
foster youth develop a relationship or interaction that can be considered adaptive for a
foster youth’s development. In the process of this development, biological families such
as siblings and relatives, at the meso level, can impact the how foster youth view their
placement. Similarly, yet to a different extent, the involvement of social workers in the
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foster family life can play a part in how satisfied foster youth are with their current
placement. Lastly, the foster youth’s environment or placement characteristics may
contribute to how satisfied they are with their placement. The impact of the mesosystem
and exosystem on the microsystem of the foster home and more specifically the
placement satisfaction of the foster youth will be explored. This current study will also
determine the influence of these various factors placement satisfaction over time. The
theoretical concepts will be explored in detail in this chapter and will also serve as
theoretical foundation for this study.

Origins and Concepts of Ecological Theory
Ecological theory posits that human development is linked to the environment in
which the individual lives (Bretherton, 1993). Individuals develop in a familial and
societal context, which emphasizes the need to study the interrelationships between
subsystems especially during times of transitions (Bretherton, 1993).
Bronfenbrenner (1977) defined the ecological environment as a nested
arrangement of structures, where each is contained within the next. The structure of the
environment includes four levels: the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and
macrosystem. A microsystem describes the complex interactions between an individual
and the individuals or systems in her/his immediate environment. These include home,
school, or workplace. The mesosystem represents the interrelations between various
microsystems of the individual. As an extension of the mesosystem, an exosystem
accounts for other social structures that do not necessarily include the individual. This
would include, the surrounding neighborhood/community, the mass media and agencies
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of government. Different from the former systems, the macrosystem refers to the general
prototypes or set of patterns that exist within cultures and subcultures (Bronfenbrenner,
1977). A later addition to the theory incorporates the chronosystem, which accounts for
the changes in systems over time (Bronfenbrenner, 1994).
More recently, Bronfenbrenner (2000) offered further insight into the original
ecological model now referred to as the bio-ecological model. The primary focus in this
model is the proximal processes, which are the mechanisms that produce development.
Two propositions arise from this new formulation. First, human development occurs
through progressively more complex reciprocal interactions between individuals, objects,
and symbols in the immediate environment. These interactions must occur on a regular
basis over an extended period of time. The second proposition looks at the extent (that is
form, power, content, and direction) to which the proximal process effects developmental
change, systematically depending on the environment, the nature of the developmental
outcomes, and social continuities (Bronfenbrenner, 2000). Naturally following from
proposition one, Bronfenbrenner (2000) notes that the ability of proximal processes to
effect development are increased when a strong emotional attachment relationship has
been developed.
Some researchers have used ecological theory to better understand and explain
various phenomena that occur within the foster care system. Milner (1987) explored the
factors that contributed to the extended amount of time that children remained in foster
care through a social ecology framework. Milner suggested that problems exist in the
transactions between individuals and their environment and should not be attributed to
the individual or the environment itself. In addition, children and families are dependent
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on external resources such as social workers and agencies for appropriate development
and functioning; thus, the interactions between the external systems of support should not
be ignored.
Henderson and Scannapieco (2006) also supported an ecological perspective on
effective foster care. They argue that there are multiple contributing factors responsible
for the presence of child maltreatment and understanding their interactions are
appropriate for informing the movement towards effective foster caring. Their study
revealed three main predictors of effective fostering; positive interaction between foster
parent and foster child, religious involvement, and attendance to agency training. Agency
training seems to indicate that a connection to and support from the community may
influence the dynamics within a foster home.
While other studies have used attachment theory primarily as a foundation of
permanency planning, Howe (1983) chose to use an ecological perspective when looking
at permanency planning. He noted from other works that there are four ecological
principles that facilitate the permanency planning process. First and foremost,
interactionism was used. Interactionism assumes that behavioral and emotional responses
are not only influenced by personality and environment, but by complex interactions
between the person and environment. Next, transactionism identifies individuals as active
participants in the transactions with their environment. There is then an emphasis of a
resultant adaptive process where the behavior is viewed in terms of its ability to facilitate
functional adaption to their environment. Lastly, there is a strength-based orientation
focusing on successful adaptive efforts rather than deficits (Howe, 1983). Howe also
suggests that in adoptive cases, the child-family interaction should be assessed where the
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interaction may be influenced by broader aspects of the child’s life such as the biological
family’s attitudes towards adoption.
Hong, et al (2011) examined empirical studies on kinship from an ecological
perspective. The five levels of the ecological system were defined in the following way:
microsystem included the caregiver-child relationship, attachment, and kinship
environment; mesosystem included the biological families, the exosystem included the
social support network outside of the family, the macrosystem included race/ethnicity and
policies, and the chronosystem identified welfare reform. At the micro level, they found it
important for case coordination and clinical therapeutic interventions to address the
caregiver-child relationship and the attachment concerns that kinship foster caretakers
and children may experience. This study recognized the need to attend to the extended
family networks as it relates to racial and ethnic minorities. At the macro level, child
welfare policies need to attend to the disparities in permanency planning and funding
differences among kinship versus non-kinship care. Hong et al. (2011) conclude that all
levels of the ecological system theory play an important role in the functioning of foster
care for children and families.
In the foster care system the interactions between the foster family, biological
family, siblings, and social worker are essential. According to ecological theory, each
level has an impact on each other resulting in a bidirectional influence. It is this influence
and impact on placement satisfaction that this study seeks to explore. When this
interaction is positive, the youth can benefit by improving self-esteem and achieving
stability. This is of utmost importance when the permanency plan is long-term foster care
or adoption.
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Foster children are often still connected to their biological families, which may
include their parents, siblings, or extended family, thus making up the mesosystem. The
interactions between the microsystem of the foster family and mesosystem of the
biological and extended family can influence the perception of a foster youth’s
placement. The type (positively or negatively) and the extent of the impact are still to be
determined. The contribution of social workers in these interactions allows for an
examination of the exosystem and its association to the level of satisfaction. Moreover,
including descriptors of the environment, represented by placement characteristics, is
important in the evaluation of these interactions in an effort to better understand how the
different levels of the ecosystem impact placement satisfaction among youth.
In consideration of these ecological concepts and the aforementioned studies, it is
possible that the various levels of a foster youth’s environment can influence the degree
of satisfaction they have with their placement. Characteristics that are related to the
youth, the foster parents, social workers and their placement environment may contribute
positively or negatively their level of satisfaction. Indirectly, their level of satisfaction
with their placement may determine whether or not the placement will disrupt.
Accounting for all the possible variables that may contribute to placement satisfaction
will give a more complete picture of what is necessary in achieving placement
satisfaction among foster youth. As such, ecological theory is interwoven throughout this
current study and all levels of environments are assessed to explore their impact on the
placement satisfaction for these youth in care.
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CHAPTER III
LITERATURE REVIEW
The disruption and displacement of family members from their family-of-origin
or other foster placements can have significant negative impact on overall wellbeing,
especially for youth. Settling into a new family, as in the case of foster families, can have
its unique challenges and obstacles in the pursuit of stability. This present literature
review focuses on the characteristics of foster youth, foster parents, social worker and
placement that have bearing on youth’s placement stability and/or satisfaction and
highlights the gaps on how these characteristics influences the foster youth’s perception
of placement.

Placement Stability
Establishing placement stability is of utmost importance for children who have
been removed from their biological homes. In the research, frequent movements
characterize placement instability or disruption for example, moving from one foster
home to another out-of-home placement (Holtan, Handegard, Thornblad, & Arild Vis,
2013; O’Neill, Risley-Curtiss, Ayon, Williams, 2012; Ward, 2009). However,
minimizing placement disruption is somewhat difficult because there are multiple factors
that contribute to placement success or disruption.
Most recently, Holtan, et al. (2013) examined factors associated with placement
disruption in long-term kinship and non-kinship foster care in Norway. They focused on
factors related to the child’s background: age at placement, behavior problems, placement
history and reasons for out-of- home placement, and placement-related factors (kinship
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foster care, inclusion and sense of belonging, presence of foster parent’s biological
children and siblings placements, contact with biological parents and the child, child
protection support and professionalism of workers, and demography of caregivers). Their
results revealed that none of the aforementioned variables were associated with
placement disruption. Holtan et al (2013) suggested their findings may be due to the low
disruption rate among this particular sample in which long-term placements are only
disrupted after an average time of 8.9 years. This is in contrast to previous research that
suggests that placements are more likely to disrupt during the first six months of
placement (Oosterman et al., 2007).
Factors related to foster parents have also been explored. Crum (2010) sought to
identify parenting characteristics that were associated with placement disruption or
stability. The parenting characteristics included parent support, parenting satisfaction,
communication, limit setting, and a measure of parenting alliance between biological,
adoptive or foster parents (Crum, 2010). Univariate analysis was conducted on
demographical information about the foster parents. However, these variables were not
used as predictors of placement stability. The results demonstrated that two of the
parenting characteristics, parenting support and limit setting, accounted for the majority
of the variance in placement stability.
Other environmental components have been associated with placement success,
stability, or disruption. Placements were more successful when foster parents were child
oriented, warm, and when foster parents’ characteristics matched (Wilson, 2006).
Further, placements were less likely to be disrupted when foster children wanted to stay
in the placement (Sinclair & Wilson, 2003). The ability of foster parents to manage
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challenging behaviors and attachments appropriately, and reinforce foster children’s
identity, as well as self-esteem is crucial in maintaining stable placements. Positive
parent-child interaction, participation in religious or spiritual activities, and attendance at
agency trainings were identified as factors that contribute to a successful placement from
an ecological perspective (Henderson & Scannapieco, 2006).

Placement Satisfaction
The research has attended to factors that contribute to placement stability, but has
minimally explored youth’s satisfaction with their placement. Some studies have
explored how these factors impact placement satisfaction. Flynn, Robitaille, and Ghazal
(2006) identified 10 studies between 1976 and 2004 that have explored placement
satisfaction among foster youth (Baldry & Kemmis, 1998; Barber & Delfabbro, 2004
study 1; and Barber & Delfabbro, 2004 study 2; Chalmers, 1996; Gil & Bogart, 1982;
Jocobson & Cockerum, 1976; Jonson, Yoken, & Voss, 1995; Rice & McFadden, 1988;
Wedeven, Pecora, Hurwitz, Howell, & Newell, 1997; Wilson & Conroy, 1999). The
majority of these studies were contemporaneous, where the studies examined the current
level of satisfaction (Baldry & Kemmis, 1998; Barber & Delfabbro, 2004 study 2; Gil &
Bogart, 1982; Jonson, Yoken, & Voss, 1995; Rice & McFadden, 1988; Wilson &
Conroy, 1999). Three studies were retrospective (Chalmers, 1996; Jocobson &
Cockerum, 1976; and Wedeven, Pecora, Hurwitz, Howell, & Newell, 1997) which
explored the past experiences of former foster youth, and one study was prospective
following youth from an earlier starting point and inquiring about their current placement
satisfaction (Barber & Delfabbro, 2004 study 1). The sample sizes of these studies ranged
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from 7 -1100 where 9 studies had a sample size under 100 and one study by Wilson &
Conroy, 1999 had the largest N. The age range was from 5-35, where the older
participants were primarily involved in the retrospective studies.
In most of these studies data was collected through interviews and group meetings
and two studies used a questionnaire or survey. The quantitative and qualitative measures
of placement satisfaction generally included questions about how the child would rate
their safety, inclusion, and feeling loved in the home. Some of these studies also included
an exploration of the youth’s satisfaction with the caseworker, foster agencies, and
examined their interactions with their biological families. Nine of these studies reported
high satisfaction with placement, and in three of these studies, satisfaction levels with
foster care placements were higher than group care placements (Flynn et al., 2006).
Using a Canadian sample, Flynn et al (2006) found similar results. They were also
able to identify predictors of placement satisfaction using hierarchical regression
analysis. The young person’s age, gender, and level of physical aggression accounted for
6% of the variance in placement satisfaction in step 1. Type of placement explained an
additional 10% in step 2, and in step 3, relationships with the female caregiver and
friends, respectively, further accounted for an additional 46% of the variance. Taken all
together, these variables accounted for 61% of the variance in placement satisfaction
(Flynn et al, 2006).
Since 2004, recent studies have examined placement satisfaction with residential
care (Southwell & Fraser, 2010), and adoption (Gillum & O’Brien, 2010). Other studies
have explored foster youth’s preferences and perceptions of their current placement
(Chapman, Wall & Barth, 2004; Merritt, 2008). Cheung, Goodman, Leckie, and Jenkins
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(2011) examined the predicative power of placement satisfaction on externalizing
behaviors and found that children who were satisfied with their placement displayed
significantly lower levels of externalizing behaviors. In a study conducted by Nash and
Flynn (2009) it was found that foster parenting training, a foster parent related variable,
was not a predictor of placement satisfaction. The latter two studies used variations of the
same placement satisfaction scale developed by Flynn et al (2006). The original version
consisted of 9-items, which was later reduced to a 6-item scale to achieve parsimony.
This scale was determined to be reliable and valid in previous research (Flynn et al.,
2006).
The literature has identified some factors that demonstrate an association with
placement success and stability. These included factors related to the foster parent, and
the foster child. Very few studies have explored the impact of social workers on
placement stability and success. Further still these factors have rarely been connected to
the child’s rating of placement satisfaction. The remaining portion of this literature
review will look at factors present in the youth’s environment and discuss some of the
findings related to placement satisfaction.

Placement Characteristics
Type of Placement
Foster children are often placed in one of the following out-of-placement settings,
group care, non-relative placement, kinship or relative placement. Group care has
consistently been associated with poor developmental outcomes and increased levels of
placement instability. Baskin and Sommers (2011) found that adolescents within foster
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families were less likely than youth in-group homes to engage in delinquent behavior. In
fact, these authors found that group home placement was a strong predictor of overall
arrests and non-violent crime, but not for violent crime arrests. They further explained
that the most consistent predictor of delinquency were age of placement and placement
instability (Baskin et al., 2011). Thus, social work practice and policies have been leaning
towards kinship care, and if not available, a non-relative placement.
Kinship is an out-of-home placement that involves formally placing children with
relatives (Grogan-Kaylor, 2000). Placing children with their family members is expected
to yield positive outcomes as compared to children who have been placed in a nonrelative placement. The rationale being that due to the kin bond and the value of children
who are related, kin are often willing to step in, and/or may even feel obligated to provide
care when children are victims (Kang, 2007). However, studies have found that there is
little to no difference in children’s psychosocial outcomes between relative and nonrelative placements (Benedict, Zurzvin, & Stallings, 1996; Cole 2006; Farmer, 2009).
It is interesting to note that some studies have identified differences within the
environment and the quality of care between kin and non-kin placements. In assessing
the quality of kinship care versus foster care, Berrick (1997) found that kin caregivers
often minimized the difficulties of the experience. In other words, they tended to believe
that the children in their home were less emotionally traumatized than non-kin foster
parents. They also found that the neighborhoods of kinship households were less safe
than those of non-kin homes; often having problems related to drugs and alcohol
(Benedict, Zurzvin, & Stallings, 1996; Berrick, 1997). It was also noted that the
neighborhoods of relatives were often compromised (Berrick, 1997). For example,
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Metzger (2008) found that biological families were struggling with poverty,
homelessness and drug addiction. Farmer (2009) concluded that relative placements were
also disadvantaged in the areas of finances, housing, and health in comparison to foster
care residency.
In contrast, research has shown some positive advantages of kinship foster care
placements. For example, Berrick (1997) found that children in kinship care tend to stay
longer, are less likely to re-enter the system, and are more likely to foster a relationship
with their birth parents. Metzger (2008) asserts that benefits include increased connection
between birth mothers and children in kinship care which contributes to the children and
youth having a better self-concept. Further, children placed in foster homes were 87%
less likely to achieve placement stability as compared children in kinship homes (O’Neill,
et al, 2012). What is not clear is whether or not foster youth are more satisfied with being
in a relative or non-relative home as increased satisfaction may lead to placement
stability.

Number of Children in the Home
Very few studies have examined if the total number of children in the foster home
is related to placement instability. One study by Chamberlain et al. (2006) found that as
the number of other children in care in the home increased the likelihood of disruption
also increased. No studies have examined if the number of children in the out-of-home
placements is related to placement satisfaction.

19

Characteristics of Caregivers
Foster parents are a crucial component in the care of youth in out-of-home
placements (Rosenwald & Bronstein, 2008). Foster children have experienced traumatic
experiences that leave them vulnerable to poor and/or slower social, emotional, and
physical development. Further, children who are removed from their mother figures as a
result of not being cared for are more likely to crave love, feel guilty, and anxious (Luke
& Coyne, 2008). The point at which foster parents intersect with foster children is an
important juncture that should be closely examine, since the close relational interaction
with foster children can definitely impact the dynamics of placement. Thus, foster parents
can have an important role in the ability of buffering some of the effects of negative
experiences. Yet, very little attention has been given to how specific characteristics of
foster parents can influence children’s placement satisfaction.

Foster Parent Training/Parenting Skills
Foster youth often experience socio-emotional, and behavioral challenges related
to abusive histories and removal from their biological home. Thus, foster parent training
is essential in equipping foster parents with the parenting skills and knowledge necessary
to provide care to foster youth.
The research has identified some skills that would be helpful with working with
children who are in care. Using data from longitudinal study, Schofield and Beek (2005)
described a model of parenting that would be helpful in caring for older foster youth.
The model identified five dimensions that are important in providing a secure base for
foster children who have been maltreated. Interviews were conducted with both foster
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children and foster parents at both phases. Interviews for foster parents focused on
behavior patterns, relationships, school activities, contact with birth parents and support
from professional agencies. Children interviews focused on family relationships, school,
friends, and activities. This study suggested that when these dimensions are included in
the parenting process security is promoted (Schofield & Beek, 2005).
Wilson, Petrie, and Sinclair (2003) assert that responsive parenting is essential for
a successful foster placement. A responsive parent is able to appropriately handle the
development of attachment, and manage challenging behaviors. As a result, socially
acceptable identity and positive self-esteem are reinforced (Wilson et al., 2003). When
parents are responsive they create a sense of safety, support foster children’s
achievements, and assist in the regulation of moods and behaviors.
Currently, it is required that foster parents participate in pre-service training to
become licensed/or certified as foster parents in most states (Dorsey et al., 2008) and in
one province in Canada (Nash & Flynn, 2009). The most popular training programs are
Model Approach to partnerships in Parenting/Group Preparation and Selection of Foster
and/or Adoptive Families (MAPP/GPS, Pasztor, 1987), and Parent Resources for
Information, Development, and Education (PRIDE, Child Welfare League of America,
2003). While both programs address core foster care values and discuss policies and
procedures, they minimally address the every day concerns such as reducing problem
behaviors (Dorsey et al., 2008; Rork & McNeil, 2011).
In an effort to assist foster parents in the management of challenging behaviors in
their foster youth, training techniques have included using cognitive methods (McDonald
& Turner, 2005), small groups (Pithouse, Hill-Tout, & Lowe, 2002), positive and
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collaborative parenting (Linares, Montalto, Li, & Oza, 2006; McDaniel, Braiden,
Onyekwelu, Murphy, & Regan, 2011) and training in attachment behaviors (Dozier,
Lindhiem, Lewis, Bick, Bernard, & Peloso, 2009; Dozier, Peloso, Lindhiem, Gordon,
Manni, Sepulveda, Ackerman, Bernier, & Levine, 2006; Schofield & Beek, 2005).
However, there are often methodological limitations in measuring the effectiveness of
training programs and the outcome variables differ from study to study (Rork & McNeil,
2011).
The effectiveness of training has been assessed on reducing externalizing or
internalizing behaviors (McDonald, & Turner, 2005), improving parenting strategies and
skills (Linares, Montalto, Li & Oza, 2006) and others studies have sought to understand
the effectiveness of foster training on both externalizing and internalizing behaviors and
parents’ strategies and skills (Price, Chamberlin, Landsverk, & Reid, 2009). Overall,
foster parent training seems to be beneficial when examining placement stability, parent
attitudes, parenting skills, and emotion-tension (Boyd & Remy, 1978; Czerwinskyj, 2002;
Levant & Slattery, 1982). Very few studies have examined how foster parent training
impacts the child’s perception of placement satisfaction.
One study by Nash and Flynn (2009) explored the possible links between training
and selected foster-child (aged 10-17) outcomes. The training variables included different
types of training such as: agency-specific training, Looking After Children (LAC)
training, PRIDE training, community college training, and other training. The child
outcomes were the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire Total Difficulties (SDQ-TD),
the Internal Developmental Assets Scale (IDA), the child’s relationship with the foster
mother and father, separately, and the child’s placement satisfaction. They found that
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foster parenting significantly predicted only two of the foster child outcomes SDQ-TD
and IDA, but foster parent training was not a significant predictor of placement
satisfaction.

Religious Affiliation
Religion plays an important role in the establishing a child’s identity. The
challenge, however, is that foster families often have different religious beliefs from their
foster child or children (Schatz & Horejsi, 1996). Very few studies have explored
whether or not matching foster children and foster families based on religious beliefs
improves the psychosocial outcomes of youth. Further, no studies have examined the
impact of foster parents’ religious affiliation on placement satisfaction.
Most studies highlight the influence of religious affiliation on the likelihood of
becoming a foster parent (Ciarrochi, Randle, Miller & Dolnicar, 2012; Schatz & Horejsi,
1996) and increased satisfaction in their role as a foster parent (Cox, Buehler, & Orme,
2002). Belanger, Copeland, and Cheung (2008) found that faith was positively related to
the number of children adopted and the total number of children living in the home. They
found also that religious adoptive parents experience less parental stress. Since older
foster youth will tend to stay in out-of-home placements longer it may be important to
explore if foster parents’ religious affiliation is predictive of a foster child’s satisfaction
of their placement.

Cultural Similarity
Matching foster children and foster parent based on ethnicity is usually
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recommended, though not always achieved. In comparison to white foster families Native
American caregivers were twice as likely to achieve placement stability, Latino families
were just as likely and black families were less likely to achieve placement stability
(O’Neil et al., 2012). However, in a qualitative study of African American youth placed
in kinship care, Schwartz (2010) found that these youth experience less placement
disruption. This would be an important factor to determine especially since it is difficult
to achieve a match between foster parents and foster youth. However, this characteristic
has not been explored in relation the placement satisfaction among foster youth.

Support of Family Contact
Loss of familial relationships can have a detrimental impact on the wellbeing of
children who are separated from their caregivers. In an effort to maintain these
relationships, family visits are encouraged (Haight, Kagle, & Black, 2003; Leathers,
2003). Parental visitation is considered the primary intervention for the continuity of
parent-child relationships. However, the results from various studies are mixed with
respect to the experiences of the children and foster parents, the quality of the parentchild interaction, and the impact of the visits on the foster parent-child interaction (Haight
et al., 2003).
In an examination of the visiting patterns (regular and frequent, regular but
infrequent, infrequent and no access) and placement status (crisis, ambiguous and
successful), the frequency of and presence of visits seem to matter (Browne & Moloney,
2002). In this study they found that successful placement fell into the visiting patterns of
both regular and frequent, and no access visitation. Surprisingly, crisis placements were
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also more likely to fall into these visiting patterns. The ambiguous placements most often
coincided with an infrequent visiting pattern. Browne and Moloney (2002) conclude that
the infrequent visiting patterns are more likely to leave children uncertain about their
future placement status.
The impact of family visits on psychosocial functioning has been explored
(Cantos et al., 1997; Leathers, 2003). As part of their study, Cantos et al. (1997)
examined internalizing and externalizing behaviors of children who were visited
regularly, irregularly, and not at all. They found that children that were visited regularly
exhibited fewer internalizing behaviors problems. Their findings were also similar for
externalizing behaviors problems. Leathers (2003) also explored emotional and
behavioral problems in association with biological visits. In their study, they considered
loyalty conflict between foster children, foster parents, and biological parents. The results
suggest that emotional and behavioral problems are not directly related to parental visits.
Instead, children find it difficult to maintain strong relationships with both their
biological mother and foster families. While loyalty conflict is not largely responsible for
emotional and behavioral difficulties, this type of distress has long-term implications for
future socio-emotional adjustment (Leathers, 2003).
Research has suggested that one of the benefits of maintaining biological visits is
that children who were visited frequently are more likely to be returned to their parents.
However, the relationship between visiting and discharge might not be a causal one
(Cantos et al., 1997). Further, though biological visits might increase the likelihood of
returning home, an overwhelming benefit is not evident. In fact, Leathers (2003) argues
that the continued presence of the biological mother contributes to the loyalty conflicts
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and inhibits the ability to develop strong ties with the foster family. In addition, foster
families are also concerned about false allegations and interference from the biological
family (James, 2004).
The research seems to imply that continued contact with biological families might
hinder the goal of achieving stability. What is not clear is how the maintenance of family
visits influence placement satisfaction. It would be reasonable to suggest that continued
support of biological visits would not be predictive of placement satisfaction.

Length of Service as a Foster Parent
It stands to reason that foster parents who have more experience or a number of
years providing care for youth would have an impact on the psychosocial functioning or
on a child’s perception of their placement. Gibbs and Wildfire (2007) noted that foster
parents who have fostered longer tend to be older, care for more children at a time, and
care for children with special needs. Caregiver experience has an impact on placement
stability with young children (ages 1-5) and middle-aged children (6-10), but not as
strong as expected (O’Neill, et al., 2012). However, there is a gap in the literature in
exploring how a foster parent’s length of service contributes to placement satisfaction.

Characteristics of Foster Youth
Mental Health/Physical Health
Mental and physical health issues are areas of concern for children in foster care.
Children who are removed from their caregivers due to neglect are more likely to crave
love, feel guilty, and experience feelings of anxiety (Luke & Coyne, 2008), and are at an
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increased risk of developing mental health issues (Holtan, Ronning, Handegard, &
Sourander, 2005). At a minimum, these mental health problems include sadness, fear,
confusion, loss of biological ties, and stress (Brukas, 2008).
Some associations between out-of-home placement and physical health have
been noted. It has been found that chronic health conditions such as asthma and other
respiratory diseases, severe allergies, ear infections, and eczema/other skin diseases have
been associated to younger children being in foster care (Jee, Barth, Szilagyi, Szilagyi,
Aida, & Davis, 2006). In a comparison between adults with a history of foster care and
adults without a history, Zlotnick, Tam, and Soman (2012) found that adults with a
childhood history in foster care were likely to have chronic health problems. It is not
clear how physical health impacts placement satisfaction; though, one might surmise that
the presence of chronic health problems increase demands for care and thus increase the
expectations and responsibilities of caregivers. As such, this is likely to influence the
appraisal of placement satisfaction while in a foster care.
Externalizing and internalizing behaviors have been found to be negatively
associated with placement stability (Barber, Delfarbro, & Cooper, 2001; Barth, et al.,
2007, James, 2004, Newton, Litrowink, & Landsverk, 2000). In general, youth with a
clinical score on the Child Behavioral Checklist (CBCL) were 2.5 more likely to
experience 4 or more placement moves (Barth et al., 2007). Other studies have shown
that foster youth’s challenging behaviors have been associated with the retention of foster
parents (Brown & Bednar, 2006). Eggertsen (2008) found that delinquency, sexual abuse,
minor health problems, and mental health problems were related to foster youth being in
multiple placements. Such issues are likely to affect caregivers’ desire for continuance of
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in-home care of child. However, it has not been established how foster youth’s physical
and mental health affect their perception of placement.

Internal and External Assets
Youth in foster care are often faced with various life adversities. First and
foremost, they are removed from their family-of-origin and are, most times, placed with
strangers. Some reasons for being removed include neglect, physical abuse, domestic
violence, sexual abuse, and emotional abuse (Guibord, Bell, Romano, & Rouillard,
2011). The impact of this family disruption has been evidenced in many developmental
areas in the lives of these youth. For example, foster youth often suffer from higher
incidences of mental health illness, educational disabilities, and financial insecurities
(Pecora et al., 2005). In the face of these adversities and challenges it has been noted that
foster youth will fare poorly on a variety of psychosocial outcomes and will also have
difficulty with the transition into adulthood (Jones, 2012). Jones notes some of areas in
which youth have difficulty when they emancipate from foster care. These include
education, employment, homelessness, health, mental health, alcohol and drug use, and
criminal justice involvement. Yet, it is unclear how these adversities contribute to the
placement satisfaction among youth.
The research has focused on how these various adversities have contributed to
psychosocial outcomes, such as mental health and education, and have found that, in
general, foster youth will fare worse than their peers in the general population. However,
despite these challenges, some youth will maintain good mental and emotional health and
will also achieve educational success. Bernard (2004) identified two major protective
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categories: personal and environmental. Personal factors are further broken down into
four overlapping domains: social competence, problem solving, autonomy, and sense of
hope. The environmental factors are represented by family, community or schools, which
include caring relationships, positive expectations by family members, educators, and
community members for achievement, and opportunities to participate and contribute.
In a study examining resilience among foster youth who completed a postsecondary education or vocational program, Hass and Graydon (2009) found that these
youth identified a sense of competence, goals for the future, social support, and
involvement in community services. When examining risk and protective factors for
depression and substance abuse, Guibord, et al., (2011) found the females were at a
greater risk for experiencing depression than males and that increasing age was a risk
factor for substance abuse. This study also found that there was a lower risk for mental
health problems when the youth perceived having a higher quality relationship with the
caregiver and participation in extracurricular activities seemed to protect against
depression and substance use.
From an ecological framework, Bell and Romano (2015) explored the
perspectives of child welfare workers on protective factors. Child welfare workers noted
that the child seems to do well when she/he is able to build and maintain meaningful
relationships, have future goals, is committed to school, and is involved in extracurricular
activities. They also noted the importance of early history and the amount of exposure to
maltreatment. Child welfare workers identified other factors in the child’s environment
that might be helpful such as foster family, the community, and the worker themselves.
Some of the factors included the foster family’s ability to relate to the child, patience, and
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problem solving abilities. The relationship between the foster caregiver and the youth
was identified as very important, when the relationship includes good communication
skills and spending time with the child. In consideration of the influence of the child
welfare worker, when workers are able to develop a meaningful and consistent
relationship with the youth, the youth seem to fare better (Bell & Romano, 2015). It
would be important to determine whether or not these or other protective factors
contribute to placement satisfaction among foster youth.

Foster Youth’s Perception of Caregivers
The perception and views of the foster youth are often unheard because they are a
protected population. Thus, few studies have had the opportunity to study their
perspective about out-of-home placements. In a qualitative study, Mitchell, Kuczynski,
Tubbs, and Ross, (2010) interviewed 20 youth between the ages of 8 and 15. The youth
in this study suggested that foster parents could assist children in transitioning into foster
care. This includes informing children if there are any pets prior to entering the home,
familiarizing them with the pets and people in the home, as well as other items in the
home.
Mitchell, Kuczynski, Tubbs, and Ross, (2010) further expressed the importance of
clearly outlining the rules in the home, giving each child a responsibility such as a
specific chore, being sensitive to each child’s feelings, and building a personal
relationship with each child (Mitchell et al, 2010). Sinclair and Wilson (2003) noted that
children reported wanting a foster family that was loving, encouraging, respectful to
them, cares about them, and treats them equally as members of the family. Foster
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children also report a need to have a voice in foster family placement and/or permanent
placement (Sinclair & Wilson, 2003). It is possible that this feedback about their
placement may be a key component to maintaining stability.

Number of Placements
Foster youth who have a history of multiple placements are at an increased risk of
placement instability (Price et al., 2008), and poor developmental outcomes (Barth et al.,
2007). Connell et al. (2006) found that at least half of children in care experience one
placement change with a median length of stay being 3.9 months. They also noted that
emergency shelters have the highest risk of placement change followed by non-relative
placements and relative placements. They also reported that while one previous
placement change is not associated with increased risk of placement disruption, two or
more placement removals increases the risk of placement disruption.

Age at Placement
Age seems to play a role in placement status of foster youth. In comparison with
youth without emotional and behavioral problems, Barth et al. (2007) found that older
youth with emotional and behavioral disorders were more likely to experience placement
moves and disruption. Similarly, Connell et al. (2006) noted that the number of
placement changes and breakdowns increase with age. Children in out-of-home
placement homes, who are placed at older ages, tended to have shorter stays and more
placement disruptions (Oosterman, et al., 2007). Adolescents who were placed in foster
families at an earlier age were more likely to experience a secure attachment than foster
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children who remained and were raised by institutions (Nowacki & Schoelmerich, 2010).
It would be important to find out if placement satisfaction varies based on the age of the
child in care.

Characteristics of Social Workers
Social workers and/or caseworkers, working on behalf of the government, are
responsible for coordinating, monitoring, and advocating for children and youth who are
in care. Other roles include case planning, providing therapy, case management, and
acting as a client witness (Fein, Miller, Olmstead, & Howe, 1984). These tasks are
important components of achieving the main goal of permanency. Social workers are
responsible for making the decision about where to place a child and the expectation is
that placement will be right the first time (Terpstra, 1987). This begins the interactions of
the social worker at multiple levels of the child’s ecosystem. Thus, caseworkers are an
integral part of the lives of children and youth in care.
The literature has explored child welfare worker qualities that are preferred by
foster parents (Fisher, Gibbs, Sinclair, & Wilson, 2000), as well as the overall attitude of
social workers (Norgate, Warhurst, Hayden, Osbourne, & Traill, 2012; Shlonsky,
Bellamy, Elkins, & Ashare, 2005). But, the literature is sparse in identifying the impact
of the social worker’s length of time with the child in care, their education, and
experience in child welfare on placement satisfaction.

Length of Time Working with Child in Foster Care
The influence and role social workers play is evident; however, the literature does

32

not provide very much insight into how the characteristics of the social worker that might
directly impact placement stability or satisfaction. Winter (2009) argues that social
workers should build long-term consistent relationships in an effort to buffer poor socioemotional outcomes. However, she notes that there are some challenges to developing
these relationships. Child welfare workers in another study noted the same and added that
child welfare workers have an important role in advocating for the child in care (Bell &
Romano, 2015). For instance, social workers may have difficulty developing trust when
they are primarily viewed as responsible for removing the child from their home.
Furthermore, they often lack the time to spend with the children because of the size of
their caseload and, at most, see the children once per month (Bell & Romano, 2015;
Winter, 2009). Even so, the direct impact on placement satisfaction is unknown and
needs to be studied.

Education
The level of education of the social worker is an important consideration in the
assessment of placement satisfaction and stability among foster youth. But, there is very
little in the research that examines the influence of the level of education of the social
worker on the foster youth. Cheung, et al., (2011) explored the influence of workers and
foster families on externalizing behaviors in children. More specifically, they examined
worker education and found that social workers with less formal education are working
with children with more challenging behaviors. In this study, they were not able to
distinguish between possible selection and causal effects; however, they suggested that
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the length of time working in the child welfare sector could better capture the worker
effect on externalizing behaviors (Cheung et al., 2011).

Length of Time Working in Field
The literature alludes to the possible benefits of experience and the length of time
working in child welfare, but it has not been completely researched (Cheung et al., 2011).
So far, research has examined a social worker’s length of service in relation to stress and
burnout (Kim, Ji, & Kao, 2011), and the effect on their attitudes (Chui & Chan, 2012),
but is not discussed in relationship to placement satisfaction.

Summary
The research on foster youth has established that achieving placement stability is
essential in minimizing the adverse effects of family disruption. Yet, few studies have
sought to further understand how placement satisfaction is achieved. Flynn et al., (2006)
identified 10 studies that examined placement satisfaction (Baldry & Kemmis, 1998;
Barber & Delfabbro, 2004 study 1; and Barber & Delfabbro, 2004 study 2; Chalmers,
1996; Gil & Bogart, 1982; Jocobson & Cockerum, 1976; Jonson, Yoken, & Voss, 1995;
Rice & McFadden, 1988; Wedeven, Pecora, Hurwitz, Howell, & Newell, 1997; Wilson &
Conroy, 1999). However, there were some methodological limitations that must be noted
with these studies. Since 2004 the issue of placement satisfaction has been sparsely
explored, except for its association with foster parent training (Nash & Flynn, 2009),
external and internalizing behaviors (Cheung et al., 2011), satisfaction with residential
care (Southwell & Fraser, 2010), and adoption (Gillum & O’Brien, 2010). Three of the
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10 studies identified above were retrospective, 6 studies were contemporaneous, and 1
was prospective. Some of the limitations of these studies were that the results were based
on retrospective data and cross-sectional designs, which affect the inferences that can be
made from the aforementioned studies. In addition, the data collected from these studies
used interviews or group meetings primarily.
The research has provided significant information about the factors that influence
and contribute to placement disruption and psychosocial outcomes. However, the past
literature has given very little attention to understanding the factors that contribute to
placement satisfaction. More specifically, the factors that are related to the foster youth,
foster parents, social workers, and the placement have not been thoroughly explored.
From an ecological perspective, various factors can influence how a child perceives their
placement, and how satisfied they are with living their present placement. Unfortunately,
the literature has not viewed placement satisfaction from this lens nor has thoroughly
explored how the various characteristics of the foster parent, foster child, placement and
social worker impact the foster youth’s perception of their out-of-home placement.
The present study explores the external factors in a foster youth’s environment
and how they may influence placement satisfaction for them. It is assumed that there may
be a connection between placement stability and placement satisfaction, though the
research has not identified this relationship. The hypotheses of this study works on based
on an assumption that the factors that contribute to placement disruption would also have
a similar impact on placement satisfaction. Further, it is hypothesized that these external
factors will have the same type of effect on placement satisfaction as they do with
placement instability. Thus, the goals of this study is to, first, identify the predictors of
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placement satisfaction, second, determine the extent to which each of these
characteristics account for placement satisfaction, and third, examine the change in
placement satisfaction over time.
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CHAPTER IV
METHOD
Database Description
This study is part of a larger study referred to as Ontario Looking After Children
(OnLAC) project. The Ontario Looking After Children (OnLAC) project began in 2000
with a grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada
(SSHRC Strategic Grant No. 828-1999-1008) to Robert Flynn (Principal Investigator)
and Douglas Angus, Tim Aubry, and Marie Drolet of what is now the Centre for
Research in Educational and Community Services (CRECS) of the University of Ottawa.
Initially, the Ministry of Community and Social Services (MCSS) of Ontario provided
funding for this project and since 2004 the Ontario Association of Children’s Aid
Societies (OACAS) and the Ontario Ministry of Children and Youth Services (MCYS)
have also contributed funding.
Looking After Children takes a developmental approach to child welfare services,
which originally began in England and Wales (Klein, Kufeldt, & Rideout, 2006). The
Looking After Children approach follows three major principles (Klein et al., 2006).
Children in care deserve the same quality parenting as children who experience loving,
responsible parents in the community. Second, a collaborative effort among all who are
involved (child welfare workers, foster families, biological families, and other
professionals) is essential to adequately meet the needs of the children in care. Lastly, to
promote the best outcomes interventions should be based on research and knowledge in
child development (Jackson, & Kilroe, 1995). The Looking After Children approach has
been implemented in several countries such as Austrailia, Canada, Hungary, and Sweden.
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The OnLAC project uses the second Canadian adaptation of the Assessment and
Action Record (AAR-C2; Flynn, et al., 2006) to assess, in seven developmental domains,
youth who have been in care for a year or more, monitor their progress, and inform their
annual revised plan of care. The AAR-C2 uses many single and multi-items measures to
gather information covering seven domains, which include health, education, identity,
social and family relations, social presentation, emotional and behavioral development,
and self-care skills.
This present study uses the 2010 version of the AAR-C2, which was the
instrument used for collecting data between 2001 and 2009. Specific developmental
domains and background information from the OnLAC data as reported from the child
welfare worker, the caregiver, and the youth in care will be used to explore the different
levels of the ecosystem of foster youth (ages 10-17). Attention will be been given to the
following domains: background information, health, social and family relationship, and
emotional and behavioral development. Items from each domain are used to represent
different characteristics associated with the foster youth, foster parent, social workers,
placement, and placement satisfaction.

Procedure
The AAR-C2 has been administered to all young persons in care since 2001 using
a conversational interviewing format among the critical persons involved in the young
person’s care: the child or youth (10 years or older), the caregiver (i.e., foster parent or
group home worker), and the child welfare worker. Participation from the Children’s Aid
Societies (CAS) was voluntary during the pre-mandated phase (2001-2006) where
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between 23 and 28 CASs were involved. In 2006 the MCYS mandated that the outcomemonitoring approach of the OnLAC project be used by all CAS’s, 53 in total. Thus, the
AAR-C2 is administered to all children and adolescents in care for one year. As of 20092010 the AAR-C2 database has reached approximately 7090.

Participants
Cross-sectional Sample. The number of participants in the initial cross sectional
sample was 5100; however, participants were removed for some of the following reasons:
participants were in placements other than group homes and foster/kin care,
misclassifications, and missing values. The final cross sectional sample was N= 4436, of
which 2,514 (56.7%) were male and 1,922 (43.3%) were female. The age range for this
sample was 10-17 and the mean age was M=14.1(SD=2.1) years and the median was 14
years old. Approximately 3,589 (80.9%) participants were in foster or kin homes and
847 (19.1%) participants were placed in group homes.
Longitudinal Sample. The number of participants who repeated the assessment in
the initial longitudinal sample was 1,584; however, due to similar reasons as above some
cases were removed which resulted in a final usable sample of N=1,385. Of this sample
824 (59.5%) were male and 561 (40.5%) were female. The age range for this sample was
10-15, the mean age was M= 12.3 (SD=1.3) years, and the median was 12 years old.
Approximately 1195 (86.3%) participants were in foster or kin homes and 190 (13.7%)
participants were placed in group homes.
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Placement Satisfaction (Dependent Variable)
Placement satisfaction is measured by a set of items as reported by the foster youth.
The original scale previously used in Flynn et al (2006) was a 9-item scale, which was
reduced to the best six items that sufficiently captures the measure of placement
satisfaction. The resultant 6-item scale has an internal consistency of 0.89. This scale was
also used in Cheung et al. (2011) and proved to have good validity and reliability. The
placement satisfaction scale is a 6-item scale was rated on a 3-point likert scale ranging
from very little, some and a great deal. The items are as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

F41: you like living here
F42: you feel safe living in this home
F43: you would be pleased if you were to live here for a long time
F44: you are satisfied with the amount of privacy you have here
F45: you have a good relationship with other people with whom you are living
F46: Overall, you are satisfied with your current living situation here

The items were summed to create a resultant total satisfaction score. Descriptive analysis
of the variable revealed severe skewness (-1.7). This skewness is a violation of the
assumption of normal distribution, thus the total satisfaction score was reflected and the
inverse was taken reducing the skewness to -0.342 prior to multiple imputation.

Measure of Independent (Predictor) Variables
Most Distal Ecological Factors: Placement Characteristics
Number of Changes in Main Caregiver
This variable is represented by one item referring to the number of different
caregivers the foster youth has had up until this point. Preliminary analysis revealed an
invalid response of -7, which was removed from the data. Further, due to the positive
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skewness of this variable, a log transformation was used. A log transformation is used to
help bring in the tail of the distribution (Field, 2009).

Type of Placement (Foster/Kin vs. Group)
The OnLAC data includes independent living, and other as types of placement
(hospital, mental health residential facilities, adoption probation, with relatives (not in
care), shelter, custody/detention, with birth parents, and psychiatric facility). However,
just over 97% of the responses are represented in the foster/kin and group home type of
placements. This variable was recode into a dichotomous variable where 1=foster
home/kin and 0= group home.

Total Number of Other Children in Care in the Dwelling
According to the foster care licensing manual 2012, the maximum children
allowed in a home is up to 4 children in a foster home. However, there may be some
instances where up to six children in a foster or kin home is allowed. Thus, responses of 7
and larger, which are very rare, were eliminated being considered a misclassification or
misread variables. Eleven cases were removed. A positive skew was revealed and thus a
log 10 transformation was used.

Less Distal Ecological Factors: Child Welfare Worker Characteristics
Gender of Child Welfare Worker
The gender of the child welfare worker is identified in the Assessment and Action
Record (AAR) where female=1 and male=0.
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Highest Level of Education
In the AAR caseworkers were asked to report their highest level of education.
The level of education was recoded as an estimate of years of schooling in Canada
represented by each category. Less than high school was 11 years, high school was 12
years, trade school was 13 years, non-university certificate and below a bachelors was 14
years, a bachelors degree was 16, just above a bachelors degree was 17, a masters degree
was 18, and a doctoral degree was 20.

Length of Time Working in Child Welfare.
This measure is a single item indicating the number of years the child welfare
worker has worked in child welfare system. During the preliminary analysis a severe
skew was found. A reflect and inverse transformation was conducted. In cases where
there is negative skewness it is a good strategy to reflect the variable and then apply the
appropriate transformation (Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013).

Receipt of Formal OnLAC Training
Child welfare worker responded yes or no to receiving formal OnLAC training.

Length of Time Working with this Child in Care
This variable is a single item indicating the number of years that the child welfare
worker has worked this specific child in care.
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Least Distal Ecological Factors: Caregiver Characteristics
Gender of Caregiver
The gender of the caregiver is identified in the AAR-C2 where female =1 and
male =0.

Religious Affiliation
The AAR-C2 asks caregivers to identify their religious affiliation and check all
that apply. The choices are indicated in appendix A. To meaningfully determine the
contribution of religious affiliation on placement satisfaction, all responses were coded as
1 and those responses with 0 were deemed system missing. The variable was then
changed to a dichotomous variable where 1=some religious affiliation and 0=none.

Cultural Similarity of Caregiver and Child
The response to this question is “the same”, “similar”, or neither the same or
similar”. This variable was also recoded in to a dichotomous variable where 1= same or
similar and 0 = neither the same nor similar.

Support of Contact with Birth Family
Caregivers were asked to indicate if the child in care was receiving the necessary
assistance to maintain contact with their birth family. Responses were yes, no, or not
applicable. The variable was recoded where yes =1 and no and not applicable = 0. No
and not applicable represent the same outcome of nothing being done to support contact
with the birth family.
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Receipt of OnLAC Training
Caregivers responded yes or no to receiving formal OnLAC training.

External Developmental Assets (EDA)
The external developmental assets measure various supportive components in the
child’s environment that assists the child towards psychosocial success. Questions are
asked in four major areas totaling 20 questions, which were summed to create a total
scale. The four areas are as follows: support, empowerment, boundaries and expectations,
and constructive use of time. Examples of these questions can be viewed in appendix A.
The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) was .80. The responses to these
questions were yes, no, and uncertain with yes=1 and no and uncertain=0.

Individual Factors: Child-in-Care Characteristics
Child’s Gender
The gender of the child is identified in the AAR-C2 where female=1 and male= 0.

Child’s Age
The AAR records the age of the child in both months and years. For this study the
child’s current age is recorded in years at the time that the AAR-C2 was completed.

Family-Related Adversities in the Last Year
The child welfare worker identified various adversities that occurred within the
child’s family and/or environment within the past year. For example, the choices included
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things like the death of a family member or the type of abuse that the child experienced.
They were instructed to check all that apply so the responses were summed to form a
total number of family related adversities. An inverse transformation was used to address
the skewness of this variable, which then changed the directionality of the variable.

Self-Related Adversities in Last Year
The child welfare worker identified various adversities that were related to the
child within the past year. For example, the choices included things like a change in
caregivers because of the child’s behavioral problems or skipping school. They were
instructed to check all that apply so the responses were summed to form a total number of
self-related adversities. Similarly, an inverse transformation was used to reduce the
skewness of this variable. Taking the inverse of a variable involves dividing 1 by each
score (Field, 2009) and in this case, subtracting 9 from the whole scale. As a result, the
directionality of the variable was reversed.

Total Behavioral Difficulties
Mental health was measured using a set of items, identified as the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) as reported by the caregiver. The SDQ is a combination
of five scales (emotional, conduct, hyper- inattention, peer problems, and prosocial
behaviors), with each having 5 items, and reported by the caregiver. This present study
used the first four scales. Even though the SDQ used reports from the caregiver and the
child welfare worker, Goodman, and Goodman (2012) report that the total SDQ, which
use the four scales, is still a genuine dimensional measure of mental health and provides
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accurate estimates of disorder prevalence. The four scales with 5 items each were
summed to create a total behavioral difficulties scale.

General Self Perceived Health
Youth in care reported on their health indicating whether they felt it was
excellent, very good, good, fair or poor. This variable was found to be severely negative
skewed, thus a reflect and inverse transformation was used.

Internal Developmental Assets (IDA)
The internal developmental assets measure various supportive components within
the child that assists the child towards psychosocial success. This 20-item measure
assessed four major dimensions and is summed to create a total scale referred to as
Internal Developmental Assets. The four dimensions are as follows: commitment to
learning, positive values, social competencies, and positive identity. Examples of these
questions can be viewed in appendix A. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s
alpha) was .90. The responses to these questions were yes, no, and uncertain. The
variable was recoded where yes= 1 and no and uncertain = 0.

Child’s Perception of Relationship with Caregiver
The child’s perception of the primary caregiver was measured using four items as
reported by the child. The items are as follows:
a.
b.
c.
d.

F22: how well do you feel he/she understands you
F23: how much fairness do you receive from him/her
F24: how much affection do you receive from him/her
F25: overall, how would you describe your relationship with him/her
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The responses for the first three items were “a great deal”, “some”, and “very little”. The
last question was answered as “very close”, “somewhat close”, and “not very close”. The
items were summed to create perception scale. Preliminary analysis revealed a severe
skew, thus the variable was reflected and then the inverse transformation was conducted.

Data Analysis
Missing data can prove to be a serious problem in data analysis, but what is most
important is the pattern of missing data (Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013). There are different
types of missing data in data analysis, MCAR (missing completely at random), MAR
(missing at random, or ignorable nonresponse) and NMAR (missing not at random or
nonignorable) (Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013). MCAR is defined as the situation where the
distribution of missing data is unpredictable. When the data is MAR (missing at random)
the pattern of missing data is predictable from other variables in the data set. In the case
of NMAR the missing data is related to the variable itself and therefore cannot be ignored
(Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013).
It has been the practice in multivariate analysis, to remove missing data, but this
can produce significant concerns. If the missing data is concentrated in a few variables
and those variables are not important to the analysis, the entire variable can be dropped
from the analysis. However, if the missing data is scattered throughout the data deletion
may result in the loss of a significant amount of data, which may greatly reduce the
sample size (Mertler & Vannatta, 2010; Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013). Second the
researcher cannot be sure that the data are MCAR, thus any responses that are related to a
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set of complete cases may be biased in unknown ways and will therefore not represent
the results based on a full population (Schafer & Graham, 2002).
Other techniques have been used to manage missing data such as mean
substitution, single imputation, or regression. Graham (2012) recommends using threestep data preparation and multiple imputation process: (1) using an Expectation
Maximization (EM) algorithm to formulate maximum likelihood parameter estimates; (2)
imputing a complete dataset from the EM parameters when the EM algorithm has
converges; and (3) using data augmentation (DA) and multiple imputation (MI) to create
m datasets (where m is the number of imputed datasets) based on the previous two steps.
The number of imputations needed in MI to produce efficient estimate was initially
argued to be small (3-5), however, Graham (2012) notes that to maintain a statistical
power of 1%, if there is a .1 of missing data the number of imputed datasets needs to be
20 (m=20) and for a fraction of missing data at .5 the number of imputations should be 40
(m= 40). To achieve this process, Graham (2012) suggests the computer program NORM
(version 2.03). Using a MI Automate program, the imputed datasets were combined and
reintegrated to make them usable in SPSS ver. 22.
The process of expectation maximization (EM) includes forming a correlation
matrix of missing data by assuming a distribution of the missing data. Inferences about
the missing values are made based on the likelihood of that distribution (Tabachnick &
Fiddel, 2013). The process occurs in two steps, expectation and maximization for each
iteration. First, conditional expectations are found based on the observed values and
current estimates of the parameters. The expectations are then used as substitutes for the
missing data. Second, maximum likelihood estimations are performed until convergence

48

is achieved, then the EM variance-covariance matrix is provided and/ or the filled data
saved in the data set (Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013). A disadvantage to the method is that
the data set has inappropriate standard error for hypothesis testing because error is not
added to the imputed data set.
Multiple imputations (MI) is a process of estimating data with several steps. A
logistic regression is used on a particular variable with cases with and without missing
variables, which creates a dichotomous variable. Other variables are chosen to be
predictors in the logistic regression, which forms the equation for estimating missing
values (Tabachnick & Fiddel, 2013). Then a random sample (with replacement) from the
cases with complete responses is taken to identify the distribution of the variable with the
missing values. Lastly, many random samples (m) are taken (with replacement) from the
distribution of the variable with the missing values to provide estimates of that variable
for newly (m) created data sets, which are now complete sets. The advantages are the MI
can be used for longitudinal data sets as well as data with single observations. Another
advantage is that multiple data sets are generated, thus the reported results are based on
the mean of each parameter estimate over multiple data sets as well as the total variance,
which includes within imputations and between imputations (Tabachnick & Fiddel,
2013).
For this present study, two separate multiple imputations (MI) were conducted
using NORM 2.03: one for the cross sectional sample and one for the longitudinal
subsample. A step-by-step instructional guide on conducting multiple imputation using
NORM 2.03 and MI Automate (Tessier, 2015) was used to complete these steps. The
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imputed datasets were then used to run the hierarchical regression analyses for both the
cross sectional sample and longitudinal sample.
Twenty-two variables were used in the cross-sectional sample MI model, which
converged normally in 11 iterations in the EM algorithm. Similarly, 22 variables were
used in the longitudinal sample MI model and the EM algorithm converged normally in
13 iterations. In both samples no cases had missing data on every variable.

Hierarchical Regression Analyses
Hierarchical regression is the process by which each independent variable (IV) is
modeled in sequence to determine ability of each IV to account for the variance in the
dependent variable (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). The cumulative result of the
independent variables accounts for the total variance in the dependent variable. Block
wise entry (Field, 2009) of the IV were used as the contextual factors were considered as
most distal, less distal, least distal, and proximal characteristics. This method was chosen
to mimic the theoretical context of the ecological system of the child. Two hierarchical
regression analyses were conducted, one for the cross sectional sample and one of the
longitudinal sample. The cross sectional sample will be used to explore the predictive
ability of various factors on placement satisfaction. The longitudinal sample will be used
to examine the ability of these factors to predict the change in placement. In both
analyses the first block included items related to placement characteristics, the second
block included characteristics associated with the child welfare worker, the third block
included items pertaining the caregiver and the last block contain items related to the
child in care. Both the cross sectional sample (N=4436) and longitudinal sample (N=
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1385) hierarchical analyses were conducted using year 10 with placement satisfaction as
the dependent variable. In the longitudinal analysis, placement satisfaction in year 13
(T2) was the dependent variable and placement satisfaction in year 10 (T1) was used as a
control variable. The longitudinal model was used to examine the ability of the model to
predict placement satisfaction from year 10 to year 13.
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS
Descriptive and Psychometric Results
Descriptive analyses were conducted to explore the means, standard deviations,
and frequencies of the variables in both samples. The descriptions of the variables are
shown in Table 1. In the cross sectional sample most child welfare workers have a
bachelors degree and approximately 4085 (92.1%) had received OnLAC training. Child
welfare workers seemed to spend a mean of 2.1(.83) years with the child in care. The
majority of caregivers were female (84.9 %) with much fewer being male (15.1%). Many
of the caregivers were in receipt of OnLAC training (68.2%) while the others (31.6%) did
not receive such training. Approximately 3325 (75%) caregivers identified as having
some religious affiliation and 1105 (24.9%) reported having none. Most of the
placements were reported to have the same or similar cultural background representing
3631 respondents (81.9 %). The average number of external developmental assets was
14.4 (3.1) and 13.1 (5.2) for the internal developmental assets. The descriptive results for
the longitudinal sample were very similar to the cross-sectional sample.

Intercorrelations
The correlation matrices of the variables, in both the cross-sectional sample and
the longitudinal sample, are shown in Tables 2 and 3. The cross-sectional correlation
matrices show that 18 of the 21 variables are significantly correlated with dependent
variable placement satisfaction. Fifteen of the variables were significant at p = 0.000
level. There were a few variables that had a strong association with placement
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satisfaction such as type of placement (r= 0.392), total number of children in care in the
home (r = -0.301),
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Table 1. Frequencies, Percentages, Means and Standard Deviations
Cross-Sectional Sample (N= 4436)
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Variable
Placement Satisfaction
Most Distal Ecological Factors
Total Number of Caregivers Changes
Foster /Kin Home
Group Home
Total Number of Children in Care in the
Home
Less Distal Ecological Factors
Gender of Child Welfare Worker
Highest Level of Education
Length of Time working in child welfare
Receipt of OnLAC Training
Number of Years working with Child
Least Distal Ecological Factors
Male Caregiver
Female Caregiver
Religious Affiliation
Cultural Similarity
Support of Contact with Birth Family
Receipt of OnLAC Training
External Developmental Assets
Individual Factors
Male Child in Care
Female Child in Care
Child’s Age
Family Related Adversities
Self-Related Adversities
Total Behavioral Difficulties
General Self- Perceived Health
Internal Developmental Assets
Child Perception of Relationship with
Caregiver

Longitudinal Sample (N=
1385)
N
%
M
.68

N

%

M
.65

SD
.37

SD
.37

3,589
847

80.9
19.1

-

-

1195
190

86.3
13.7

-

-

4085
-

92.1
-

16.1
.69
2.1

1.2
.28
.83

-

-

2.1

.81

670
3764
3325
3631

15.1
84.9
75.0
81.9

-

-

174
1211
1084
1156

12.6
87.4
78.3
83.5

-

-

3025
-

68.2
-

14.4

3.1

978
-

70.6
-

15.0

3.0

2,514
1,922
-

56.7
43.3
-

14.1

2.1

824
561
-

59.5
40.5
-

12.3

1.3

-

-

13.1

5.2

-

-

13.5

5.1

Table 2. Cross Sectional Correlation Matrix
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1 Satisfaction
2 Tot# of CG changes
3 Type of Placement
4 #of Child in Care
5 CWW gender
6 CWW Education
7 CWW Experience
8 CWW OnLAC
9 CWW Twchild
10 CG Gender
11 Religious
12 Cultural Similarity
13 BirthFamSupport
14 CG OnLAC
15 EDA
16 ChGender
17 ChAge
18 FamAdverse
19 SelfAdverse
20 SDQ
21 CHHealth
22 IDA
23 ChRelatPerc

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

-.180‡
.392‡
-.301‡
-.015
-.027*
.047‡
.023
.082‡
.096‡
.130‡
.036*
-.079‡
.093
.310‡
-.022
-.108‡
.066‡
.311‡
-.283‡
.211‡
.345‡
.526‡

-.205‡
.117‡
.034*
.007
.004*
.007
.033*
-.070‡
-.103‡
-.012
.047‡
-.090‡
-.138‡
.025‡
.121‡
-.072‡
-.286‡
.181‡
-.083‡
-.150‡
-.138‡

-.641‡
.034*
-.054‡
.014
.021
-.009
.159‡
.268‡
.037*
-.027*
.197‡
.262‡
.096‡
-.146‡
.003
.284‡
-.251‡
.143‡
.283‡
.167‡

-.031*
.070‡
.015
.006
-.023‡
-.124‡
-.195‡
-.043†
.017
-.068‡
-.163‡
-.099‡
.112‡
.001
-.186‡
.167‡
-.099‡
-.182‡
-.112‡

-.061‡
-.026*
-.020
-.064‡
.083‡
.014
-.028*
.016
-.029*
.004
.148‡
-.033*
-.035*
.021
-.002
-.044*
-.030*
-.019

-.029*
-.017
.016
-.027*
.003
-.016
.018
.010
-.019
.026*
.027*
.053‡
.025*
.003
-.017
-.030*
.011

.205‡
.281‡
-.005
.014
.016
-.025*
.021
.066‡
-.038*
.040*
.055‡
.049‡
-.008
.079‡
.033*
.028*

.197‡
.015
.027*
.018
-.030*
.095‡
.036*
.012
.012
-.015
.042*
-.017
.045‡
.063‡
.040*

-.035*
-.008
.008
-.053‡
.003
.070‡
-.027*
.078‡
.057‡
.097‡
-.004
.052‡
.055‡
.072‡

.086‡
.029*
-.018
.057‡
.089‡
.212‡
-.094‡
.010
.128‡
-.048‡
.010
.107‡
.065‡

.020
-.003
.088‡
.161‡
.017
-.085‡
.014
.121‡
-.091‡
.072‡
.129‡
.082‡

-.009
.033*
.067‡
-.024
-.032*
.021
.035*
.061‡
.019
-.003
.014

Notes: Bold indicates significant correlations; *p< 0.05 (2-tailed); †p< 0.01; ‡ p< 0.001

Table 2. Cross Sectional Correlation Matrix
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1 Satisfaction
2 Tot# of CG changes
3 Type of Placement
4 #of Child in Care
5 CWW gender
6 CWW Education
7 CWW Experience
8 CWW OnLAC
9 CWW Twchild
10 CG Gender
11 Religious
12 Cultural Similarity
13 BirthFamSupport
14 CG OnLAC
15 EDA
16 ChGender
17 ChAge
18 FamAdverse
19 SelfAdverse
20 SDQ
21 CHHealth
22 IDA
23 ChRelatPerc

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

-.016
-.036*
.012
.079‡
-.101‡
-.076‡
-.013*
-.033*
-.005
-.066‡

.088‡
.030*
-.034*
.010‡
.078‡
-.047‡
.089‡
.093‡
.070‡

.041*
-.156‡
.041*
.350‡
-.314‡
.219‡
.624‡
.272‡

.053‡
-.070‡
.009
-.063‡
-.079‡
.117‡
.000

.011
-.231‡
-.057‡
-.127‡
-.055‡
-.114‡

.206‡
-.015
.063‡
.046‡
.066‡

-.282‡
.180‡
.366‡
.248‡

-.198‡
-.506‡
-.202‡

.220‡
.154‡

.294‡

Notes: Bold indicates significant correlations; *p< 0.05 (2-tailed); †p< 0.01; ‡ p< 0.001

Table 3. Longitudinal Correlation Matrix
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1 T2 Satisfaction
2 T1Satisfaction
3 # of CG changes
4 Type of Place
5 #Child in Care
6 CWW gender
7 CWW Education
8 CWW Exper
9 CWW OnLAC
10 CWW Twchild
11 CG Gender
12 Religious
13 CulSim
14 BirthSupport
15 CG OnLAC
16 EDA
17 ChGender
18 ChAge
19 FamAdverse
20 SelfAdverse
21 SDQ
22 CHHealth
23 IDA
24 ChRelatPerc

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

.304‡
-.116‡
.244‡
-.107‡
.012
-.055*
-.001
-.019
.007
.026
.101‡
.019
-.022
.090‡
.224‡
-.050*
-.054*
.031
.177‡
-.159‡
.084‡
.218‡
.265‡

-.166‡
.344‡
-.261‡
.027
-.046*
-.009
.018
.080‡
.080†
.105‡
.000
-.041
.141‡
.236‡
-.006
-.036
.027
.250‡
-.244‡
.161‡
.249‡
.517‡

-.176‡
.094‡
-.005
.000
.019
.036
.066*
-.027
-.036
.007
.073*
-.056*
-.090‡
.009
.065*
-.085‡
-.241‡
.122‡
-.083‡
-.059*
-.132‡

-.543‡
.040
-.040
-.017
.032
.001
.172‡
.319‡
.063*
-.040
.217‡
.234‡
.132‡
-.103‡
-.029
.212‡
-.161‡
.093‡
.245‡
.194‡

-.054*
.073*
-.004
-0.68*
-.019
-.060*
-.162‡
-.046*
.046*
-.048*
-.115‡
-.106‡
.054*
.030
-.103‡
.080‡
-.019
-.126‡
-.115‡

-.067*
.008
.000
-.031
.093*
.037
-.068*
-.014
.031
.057
.136
-.020
-.003
.054
-.031
-.026
-.011
.050*

-.040
.000
-.034
-.021
.007
.001
-.005
-.001
-.026
-.018
-.046*
.096‡
.009
.030
-.002
-.034
-.056*

.206‡
.247‡
.005
-.021
.035
-.004
.033
.031
-.040
.031
.035
.015*
.056*
.068
.021
.005

.227‡
.051*
.031
-.004
.006
.084‡
.019
-.020
-.047*
-.029
.035
-.032
.063*
.067*
.007

-.075*
-.001
-.024
-.028
.001
.030
.003
.074*
.018
.058*
.040
.027
.043
.042

.087‡
.028
.015
.039
.109‡
.113‡
-.075*
.019
.126‡
-.077*
.020
.063*
.060

.061*
-.022
.089‡
.150‡
.014
-.032
-.036
.071*
-.093‡
.044
.114‡
.035*

Notes: Bold indicates significant correlations; *p< 0.05 (2-tailed); †p< 0.01; ‡ p< 0.001

Table 3. Longitudinal Correlation Matrix
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1 T2 Satisfaction
2 T1Satisfaction
3 # of CG changes
4 Type of Place
5 #Child in Care
6 CWW gender
7 CWW Education
8 CWW Exper
9 CWW OnLAC
10 CWW Twchild
11 CG Gender
12 Religious
13 CulSim
14 BirthSupport
15 CG OnLAC
16 EDA
17 ChGender
18 ChAge
19 FamAdverse
20 SelfAdverse
21 SDQ
22 CHHealth
23 IDA
24 ChRelatPerc

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

-.014
.006
.038
-.043
.026
.019
.029
.098‡
-.012
-.014
-.030

-.029
-.002
-.029
.092‡
-.086‡
-.045*
-.043
-.045*
.039
-.018

.114‡
.021
-.002
.030
.100‡
-.045*
.068*
.120‡
.105

.075*
-.027
.047*
.287‡
-.332‡
.156‡
.606‡
.262‡

.032
-.049*
.060*
-.101‡
-.026
.132‡
.029‡

.060*
-.103‡
-.022
-.067*
-.005
-.084

.139‡
.038
-.009
-.007
.047‡

-.255‡
.096‡
.291‡
.187*

-.189‡
-.505‡
-.221‡

.176‡
.294‡

.274

Notes: Bold indicates significant correlations; *p< 0.05 (2-tailed); †p< 0.01; ‡ p< 0.001

external developmental assets (r =0.310), self related adversities (r=0.311), internal
developmental assets (r= 0.345), and the child’s perception of their relationship with the
caregiver (r= 0.526). The receipt of OnLAC training by the child welfare worker was
related significantly related to 10 variables; in contrast, the receipt of OnLAC training by
the caregiver was significantly related to 18 variables. Overall the child welfare worker
variables were associated with between 10 and 15 other variables. The caregiver
variables were significantly related to between 10 and 20 of the other variables, and the
child in care variables were significantly related to between 13 and 20 other variables.
Four of the child related variables (child’s current age, self-related adversities, the child
self-perception of their health, and internal developmental assets) were significantly
related to 20 other variables mostly at p= .000. Some variables were independently
significantly associated to each other (Type of placement and total number children in
care in the home r = -.641; EDA and self related adversities r = .350; EDA and IDA r =
.624; self related adversities and IDA r = .366; and IDA and the total SDQ r = -.506).
The correlation matrix for the longitudinal sample revealed that only 14 of the 24
variables were significantly correlated with T2, the dependent variable. There were a few
significantly strong relationships between T2 and T1 (r = .304); T1 and placement type (r
= .344); placement type and total number of children in care in the home (r = -.543);
religious affiliation and placement type (r = .319); EDA and SDQ (r = -.332), EDA and
IDA (r = .606); and IDA and SDQ (r = -.505).
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Hierarchical Regressions
The first objective of this study was to determine which ecological factors have an
impact on placement satisfaction and the strength of that impact. The cross-sectional
sample was used to test these objectives.

Cross-sectional Sample (N= 4436)
Hierarchical analysis was conducted using a block method with the ecological
factors from most distal to the individual characteristics of the child (placement
characteristics, child welfare characteristics, caregiver characteristics and child in care
characteristics). The results are displayed in Table 4. The overall model accounted for
41.4% (R2 =0 .414) of variance in placement satisfaction.
In block 1, placement characteristics were a significant predictor of placement
satisfaction contributing to16.9% of the variance in placement satisfaction (R2= 0.169).
The type of placement; however, appears to have a moderate impact on placement
satisfaction ( = 0.301) followed by the total number of changes in caregivers ( = 0.186) and total in number of children in care in the home ( = -0.127). In the overall
model these characteristics continue to be significant predicators and have a moderate
influence on placement satisfaction. The child welfare characteristics, block 2, appear to
be the least predictive of placement satisfaction explaining .8 % of variance in placement
satisfaction (R2= 0.008). Only the time spent working with the child in care seems to be
important in considering placement satisfaction as this is the only characteristic that in is
significant in this block; remains significant in block 3 and in the overall model (p=
0.007). The influence of the child welfare worker characteristic is minimal on a youth’s
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Table 4. Cross Sectional (N= 4436): Hierarchical Regression
Step 1
Predictors
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Most Distal Ecological Factors
Total Number of Caregivers Changes
Type of Placement (Group, Kin,
Foster)
Total Number of Children in Care in
the Home
Less Distal Ecological Factors
Gender of Child Welfare Worker
Highest Level of Education
Length of Time working in Child
Welfare
Receipt of OnLAC Training
Number of Years Working with
Child
Least Distal Ecological Factors
Gender of Caregiver
Religious Affiliation
Cultural Similarity
Support of Contact with Birth Family
Receipt of OnLAC Training
External Developmental Assets
Individual Factors
Gender of Child in Care
Child’s Age
Family Related Adversities
Self-Related Adversities
Total Behavioral Difficulties
General Self- Perceived Health
Internal Developmental Assets
Child Perception of Relationship
with Caregiver
R2

Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

B

Standardized
Beta

B

Standardized
Beta

B

Standardized
Beta

B

Standardized
Beta

-.186***
.301****

-.106
.315

-.189***
.302***

-.107
.317

-.148**
.244***

-.085
.261

-.046*
.186***

-.023
.204

-.127**

-.087

-.124***

-0.84

-.129*

-.085

-.122***

-.080

-.022
-.003
.030

-.019
-.005
.021

-.025
-.002
.018

-.021
-.003
.012

-.006
-.004
.018

-.003
-.011
.011

-.007
.036***

-.003
.080

-.009
.030***

-.008
.065

-.025
.016**

-.019
.035

.026
.009
-.001
-.051***
.011
.025***

.022
.000
.005
-.054
.007
.207

.025
-.002
.005
-.030*
.006
.004*

.019
-.006
.015
-.034
-.003
.033

-.042***
.002
.001
.064***
-.003***
.081***
.004**
.443***

-.059
.011
.005
.060
-.064
.057
.065
.412

.169

Notes: *p< 0.05 (2-tailed); **p< 0.01; *** p< 0.001

.008

.044

.194

placement satisfaction. Caregiver characteristics, block 3, accounts for approximately
4.4% (R2= 0.044) of the variance in placement satisfaction; however, only support of
contact with the birth family is significant contributor ( = -.051, p = .0001) in this block
and in the overall model ( = -.051, p= .026). Similar to the child welfare characteristics,
none of the caregiver characteristics had a particularly strong influence on placement
satisfaction. Child in care characteristics were added in block 4 and these characteristics
seem to be a valuable predicator of placement satisfaction accounting for 19.4 % of the
variance (R2= .194). Six of the eight characteristics were significant and the strongest
contributor to placement satisfaction was the child’s perception of the relationship with
the caregiver ( = .443). The child’s age and family related adversities are insignificant in
the overall model (p= .323 and p= .943 respectively).
Longitudinal Sample (N= 1385)
To examine the ability of these ecological factors in predicting the change in
placement satisfaction over time, a longitudinal sample was used from year 10 and year
13. A hierarchical analysis was conducted in similar fashion to the cross-sectional sample
using a block enter method. In this case, placement satisfaction at T1 (year 10) was
included as the first block as a control variable. The results are presented in Table 5. The
overall model explained 16.1 % (R2 =0 .161) of the change in placement satisfaction over
time.
Placement satisfaction at T1 was entered in block 1 and was a significant contributor to
placement satisfaction at T3 ( = 0.308, p= 0.000) and accounted for 9.2 % (R2= 0.092)
of the variance in placement satisfaction at T3. In similar fashion placement
characteristics, block 2, contributed significantly to placement satisfaction at T3 as they
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explain 2.7 % (R2= 0.027) of the variance. The results revealed that most of the
characteristics of the child welfare worker (block 3) and the caregiver (block 4)
characteristics were not predictive of the change in placement satisfaction overtime as
these characteristics were insignificant and remained insignificant in the final model at
p=0 .05. It is important to note that the total number of external developmental assets
(EDA), one of the caregiver characteristics, was significant at p= 0.05, but then becomes
insignificant in block 4 and 5
In the final model, block 5, only four characteristics remain predictive of the
change in placement satisfaction: placement satisfaction at time one T1 (p =.000), type of
placement (p = .001), the young person’s gender (p = .002), and the child’s perception of
their relationship with the caregiver (p = .001). In this sample, the strongest contributor to
placement satisfaction (T3) was placement satisfaction at T1 ( = 0 .145) followed by the
type of placement ( = 0.136), the child’s perception of their relationship with the
caregiver ( = 0.123) and the child’s gender ( = -0.064). This is in contrast to the cross
sectional sample where the child’s perception of their relationship with the caregiver was
the strongest contributor, even over the type of placement.
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Table 5. Longitudinal Sample (N=1385): Hierarchical Regression

Predictors
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Time 1 Placement Satisfaction
Most Distal Ecological Factors
Total Number of Caregivers
Changes
Type of Placement (Group, Kin,
Foster)
Total Number of Children in Care
in the Home
Less Distal Ecological Factors
Gender of Child Welfare Worker
Highest Level of Education
Length of Time Working in Child
Welfare
Receipt of OnLAC Training
Number of Years Working with
Child
Least Distal Ecological Factors
Gender of Caregiver
Religious Affiliation
Cultural Similarity
Support of Contact with Birth
Family
Receipt of OnLAC Training
External Developmental Assets
Individual Factors
Gender of Child in Care
Child’s Age
Family Related Adversities
Self-Related Adversities
Total Behavioral Difficulties
General Self- Perceived Health
Internal Developmental Assets
Child Perception of Relationship
with Caregiver
R2

Step 1
Standardized
Beta
.308***
.304
B

Step 2
Standardized
Beta
.256***
.249
B

Step 3
Standardized
Beta
.255***
.249
B

Step 4
Standardized
Beta
.231***
.225
B

Step 5
B
.145***

Standardized
Beta
.152

-.110*

-.048

-.120*

-.047

-.105*

-.042

-.069

-.025

.162***

.183

.152***

.184

.138**

.155

.136***

.152

.077

.062

.053

.063

.072

.058

.054

.048

-.003
-.010
.006

-.003
-.040
.010

-.007
-.010
.002

-.007
-.040
.006

.002
-.010
.001

.001
-.039
.004

-.020
.002

-.024
-.008

-.024
.001

-.024
-.012

-.037
.003

-.031
-.010

-.015
.011
.002
-.008

-.033
.019
.006
-.005

-.012
.011
.006
-.009

-.030
.021
.010
-.008

.010
.013***

.011
.136

.009
.006

.007
.074

-.064**
-.007
.022
.049
-.002
.008
.003
.123***

-.082
-.021
.014
.045
-.017
-.004
.062
.110

.092***

Notes: *p< 0.05 (2-tailed); **p< 0.01; *** p< 0.00

.027***

.002

.018***

.021***

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION
The first goal of this current study was to explore the predictive power of the
ecological factors on placement satisfaction for children in foster care. The results of this
study revealed that various characteristics of the placement, child welfare worker,
caregiver, and the child accounted for 41.4 % (R2 = .414) of the variance in placement
satisfaction.
At the most distal end, placement characteristics prove to be a significant
contributor to placement satisfaction. In this study placement characteristics included the
number of caregiver changes prior to current placement, the type of placement (foster/kin
home vs. group home), and the number of other children in care in the home. Throughout
the various steps in the model building, these characteristics remained consistent
predictors of placement satisfaction. When looking specifically at placement type, Flynn,
Robitaille, and Ghazal (2006) found similar results using the nine-item version of the
placement satisfaction scale. These findings are also consistent with the research in that
youth in foster/ kin homes are more satisfied with their placement than those placed in
group homes (Delfabbro, Barber, & Bentham, 2002).
Research has also established that placement stability is often compromised when
the child in care has experienced multiple changes in placement (Barth et al., 2007; Price
et al., 2008). It is plausible that levels of placement satisfaction contribute placement
stability. Thus, as the results show, placement satisfaction decreases as the number of
caregiver changes increases. Lastly, the number of other children in care in the home is
also a significant predictor of placement satisfaction, where, as the number of other
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children in care increases placement satisfaction decreases. Previous research has shown
that the number of children contributes to placement disruption (Chamberlain et al.
2006); thus, these findings are congruent even when looking at placement satisfaction. It
is clear from this study that the living arrangements and physical environment of the child
in care play a significant role in their placement satisfaction.
The present study also found that the different characteristics of the child welfare
worker did not explain very much of the variance in placement satisfaction except the
amount of time the child welfare worker worked with the child in care. Very little
research has been conducted on how the child welfare worker influences the wellbeing of
the child in care; however, it has been noted that those with lower education tend to work
with children in care who have more behavioral concerns (Cheung et al., 2011). This
finding may be simply correlational as trained workers are likely to do more therapy and
case management, while the paraprofessional workers are given more hands on work
with the child and they spend more time engaging them in activities to help build
confidence and competence.
It was somewhat surprising to find that the level of education of the child welfare
worker, gender of child welfare worker, length of time working in child welfare, and
receipt of formal OnLAC training did not matter with respect to placement satisfaction.
However, in this study the length of time the child welfare worker worked with the child
in care seemed to be an important contributor to the placement satisfaction. According to
Winter (2009), a long-term consistent relationship between the child welfare worker and
the child in care may assist in the reduction of poor socio emotional outcomes. Child
welfare workers may do well to become skilled in that difficult task (Bell & Romano,
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2015). This finding may mean that similar to the caregiver, the youth’s perception of the
relationship with the child welfare worker may play a significant role in establishing and
improving placement satisfaction. From an ecological perspective, this fits with the
notion that the interconnections and interactions with one’s environment are important in
shaping one’s relationships and perceptions. Further examination into the relationship
between the child welfare worker and the youth in care is important for future research.
Caregivers provide the most immediate support for youth in the foster care system
and their interactions with those youth are ongoing. The results of this study demonstrate
that of the all the caregiver characteristics, the external developmental assets of the child,
and support for maintaining contact with the birth family were important in predicting
placement satisfaction. These external developmental assets included: support from their
caregiver and other adults in the environment, involvement in the community, clear
boundaries and expectations at school and at home, and engage in constructive use of
their time. This study supports the notion that a child’s external or meso system can
influence their placement satisfaction. The remaining caregiver characteristics such as
gender of the caregiver, religious affiliation, cultural similarity between the child and
caregiver, and training in OnLAC did not seem to be important contributors to placement
satisfaction.
As mentioned earlier various types of training are available and in some cases
mandatory for caregivers to complete. The literature has suggested that, overall, training
for caregivers is recommended, especially when attending to the multiple externalizing
and internalizing behaviors of youth in care (Linares, Montalto, Li, & Oza, 2006;
McDonald, & Turner, 2005). However, the results on the effectiveness of training are
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explored in relation to psychosocial outcomes and not placement satisfaction. In this
study, training was measured based on the receipt of OnLAC training, and it was found
that this training did not predict placement satisfaction. Nash and Flynn (2009) examined
other types of training including OnLAC training and also found that foster training was
not predictor of placement satisfaction.
It seems that religious affiliation does not contribute to placement satisfaction.
The research has indicated that foster parents who have some religious affiliation are
more likely to foster or adopt (Belanger et al., 2008), but religious affiliation does not
seem to make a difference with respect to placement satisfaction. These results challenge
the importance of some of the child welfare practices in placing child in homes. Strong
efforts are often made to match religious affiliation and cultural background as closely as
possible to improve placement stability. However, these results suggest that these factors
are not as important when it comes to placement satisfaction. Child welfare practice has
also suggested that the child in care be culturally match with the caregiver to improve
placement stability, however this study shows that this factor does not contribute to
placement satisfaction. While religious affiliation was not found to be significant, it may
be that other dimensions of religiosity may be. However, this present study did not assess
dimensions such as religious attendance, religious participation, religious salience, or
other psychological dimensions such as religious coping. Future studies may assess for
these dimensions.
Previous research literature has suggested that maintaining contact with the birth
family should be encouraged (Haight, Kagle, & Black, 2003; Leathers, 2003). Yet, the
major concern about this is that when the child is trying to develop a relationship with the
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caregiver and the foster family, the interactions with the biological family may nurture
loyalty conflicts (Leathers, 2003), which may contribute to placement instability. This
present study found an inverse relationship between birth family contact and placement
satisfaction. It is possible that in supporting birth family contact, youth may have more
challenges with loyalty to their birth family and are more likely to evaluate their foster
placement as dissatisfying.
The literature on resilience has identified factors that seem to buffer against some
of the poor psychosocial outcomes associated with living in foster care. Positive
interactions with the community, family, educators, and involvement in extracurricular
activities are associated with less mental health problems and improvement in
educational outcomes (Flynn, Beaulac, & Vinograd, 2006; Guibord, et al., 2011; Hass &
Graydon, 2009). The number of external developmental assets, as described in this
present study, is also a predictor of placement satisfaction. Placement satisfaction
increases when there are more positive experiences and supports from the child’s external
environment. This finding is theoretically crucial as it provides support that one’s
environment contributes in a significant way to the perception of well-being, and in this
case, the placement satisfaction of the child in care.
Overall, the characteristics of the youth seem to be most predictive of placement
satisfaction. This is consistent with the literature, which indicates that factors such
externalizing and internalizing behaviors, number of resilient factors, and presence of
adversities contribute to the ability for youth to stabilize in their out of home placement.
In this study, six of the eight characteristics significantly explained the variance in
placement satisfaction: child’s gender, self-related adversities, total behavioral
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difficulties, general self-perceived health, internal developmental assets, and child’s
perception of relationship with caregiver. The child’s age and family adversities did not
seem to be important in predicting placement satisfaction.
In the present study, gender of youth was found to be important in determining
placement satisfaction. Females were more likely to be dissatisfied with their placements
in comparison to males. It is not clear as why female youth would be unhappy with their
placements. In a study examining risk and protective factors of youth aged 12-15,
Guibord et al., (2011) found that the females were significantly more depressed than their
male counterparts, which may contribute to female feeling less satisfied with their
placement. It is also possible that females may take a longer time to adjust to a new
environment.
Results of this study showed that there is a negative relationship between
behavioral difficulties and placement satisfaction. The literature has demonstrated that
mental health problems (Eggertsen, 2008) and poor behavior (Barth et al., 2007; O’Neill,
Risley-Curtiss, Ayon, & Williams, 2012) are associated with multiple placements and
placement instability. More specifically, Flynn et al., (2006) also found that physical
aggression, in the first two steps of their regression analysis, was predictive of placement
satisfaction and that the relationship was inverse. In this present study the Strengths and
Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) was used to measure behavioral difficulties as reported
by the caregiver and the child welfare worker and the results are consistent with previous
research. This suggests that the relationship between behavioral difficulties placement
satisfaction coincides with the association of behavioral difficulties and placement
stability.
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The present study found that general health, as reported by the child in care, had a
positive relationship with placement satisfaction. Previous research reported that children
in care were more likely to have chronic health problems (Jee, Barth, Szilagyi, Szilagyi,
Aida, & Davis, 2006), which in turn contribute with less satisfaction with placement.
This may also be related to a number of factors associated with the ability of the
caregiver and the availability of support from the community to manage the demands of
poor physical and mental health.
The amount of family adversities in predicting placement satisfaction does not
seem to be as important as self-related adversities. Family adversities included death of a
relative, serious illness of a loved one, and presence of abuse. These results are
interesting as much of the previous research highlights that youth in care will experience
poor psychosocial outcomes because of discord and disruption in their family-of-origin.
Yet, the number of family adversities does not predict placement satisfaction. It may also
be the case that in this study family adversities were only reported within the last year. It
is possible that some of the youth may have been in care for a number of years and have
not experienced recent family adversity. Thus, a low number of recent family adversities
would not impact the current rating of placement satisfaction.
In contrast, the number of self-related adversities explains some of the variance in
placement satisfaction. The self-adversities may be connected to the youth having
multiple externalizing behavior problems such as skipping school or suspension from
school, failing a grade, or having serious arguments with his/her parents. In this light, the
results are similar to previous research, which demonstrates that negative externalizing
behaviors contribute to placement disruption (Barber, Delfarbro, & Cooper, 2001; Barth,
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et al., 2007, James, 2004, Newton, Litrowink & Landsverk, 2000) and in this study
decreased levels of satisfaction.
Hass, Allen, and Amoah (2014) found that autonomy of self was considered to be
a resilience factor which facilitated academic success, having goals, and having a sense
of purpose for life (Bell & Romano, 2015). This study found that internal development
assets are important child-related characteristic in determining placement satisfaction.
Thus, it seems that having positive internal assets is beneficial in the perception of
placement satisfaction. It may be the case that when a child has a good sense about self
and is able to leverage those assets they may be able to view their environment as
positive.
The single most important child characteristic is the child’s perception of the
caregiver in predicting placement satisfaction. This finding is similar to Flynn et al.,
(2006) where the relationship with the female caregiver and friends accounted for 46% of
the variance in placement satisfaction. As reported in the resilience literature, youth who
experience social support in the form of a caring adult were able to experience success or
improvement in the area of education and mental health (Hass et al., 2014; Hass and
Graydon, 2009; Guibord et al., 2011). Sinclair & Wilson (2003) found that placements
were less likely to disrupt when the child wanted to stay in the foster home. It seems that
the perception of the relationship between the child in care and the caregiver worker also
plays a significant role in determining placement satisfaction.
The second goal of this study was to determine the predictability of the
independent variables of placement satisfaction over time. The characteristics of the child
welfare worker and the caregiver did not predict placement satisfaction at time 2 in the
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overall model. However, in the first three steps of the model the number of years the
child welfare worker worked with the child in care was significant at p< .005. This
suggests that the continued relationship between the child in care and the child welfare
worker has some importance in the satisfaction of the placement overtime and should be
explored further. This supports the suggestion that child welfare workers should develop
a relationship with the child in care to promote successful placements (Bell & Romano,
2015; Winter, 2009).
Only four characteristics seem to be predictive of placement satisfaction over
time, placement satisfaction at time 1, type of placement, the gender of the child, and the
child’s perception of their caregiver at time 1in the final model. Placement satisfaction at
time 1seems to be a logical predicator of placement satisfaction at time 2, suggesting that
the youth’s placement satisfaction in the beginning will assist in determining their
placement satisfaction later. Again, the type of placement is a crucial factor in placement
satisfaction when considering longer placements. Foster/kin home placements
consistently prove to be the better choice over group homes as youth are generally more
satisfied, which makes this an important consideration in permanency planning. The
interesting predictor of the placement satisfaction over time is the child in care’s gender.
As noted before, there may be connection between females being slightly more depressed
(Guibord et al., 2011), which might impact their placement satisfaction and this may
persist overtime. There may also be a significant difference in the way that males and
females report or think about their placement satisfaction. More research is needed to
determine this difference. The youth’s perception of their caregiver at time 1 is also
telling of placement satisfaction at a later time. The relationship that is developed
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between the child in care and the caregiver is an important factor in determining long
term placement satisfaction for the child in care. This finding has important implications
for developing and maintaining positive and supportive relationships between the foster
youth and the caregiver.

Strengths
The Ontario Looking After Children (OnLAC) project is a large study in which
rich data is collected on an annual basis. This strength offers a few advantages to the
current study. First, data are collected annually rendering a large sample size. Larger
sample sizes are often conducive to higher-level statistical analyses, such as hierarchical
linear modeling, and better approximates the population being examined. Second, the
AAR-C2 is given to the same participants annually, as long as the foster youth is in care.
Thus, these data can be used to examine longitudinal impact of the various developmental
domains. Third, the database uses a multi-informant format, which provides various
perspectives on the phenomenon that can be compared and contrasted. It is important to
note the information collected on these characteristics represent all informants, the child
(general self-perceived health, and perception of the relationship with caregiver), the
caregiver (total behavioral difficulties), and the child welfare worker (self-related
adversities, family related adversities, and internal developmental assets). The integration
of information from these informants gives greater depth to understanding the experience
of the child in care and together they seem to converge to significantly predict placement
satisfaction. Fourth, and important to this current study is that the research has primarily
explored how various factors impact placement stability. This study contributes to
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literature in that it provides some insight to how multiple factors in a child’s environment
contribute to their placement satisfaction.

Limitations
The measures of contact with the biological family, and involvement of social
workers are only descriptions of the contact with the foster youth and do not address the
quality of the relationship. For example, the contribution of social workers is measured
by descriptive information of the amount of years the child welfare worker worked with
the child and may not address the quality of the time spent between the youth and the
child welfare worker. It is possible that the quality of the relationship may have a
significant contribution to the perception of placement. However, this study is unable to
explore this component.
Ecological theory emphasizes a bidirectional relationship between the four levels of
a person’s environment. However, this study uses a hierarchical analysis to determine
the how well external factors predict placement satisfaction. In this study the child’s
perception of the caregiver was reported by the child, however there was no measure of
the caregiver’s or child welfare worker’s relationship with the child. This information
may have able to account more of the variance in placement satisfaction. The
predictability of length of time the child welfare worker worked with the child in care on
placement satisfaction might indicative of the importance of the bidirectional influence
between the child welfare worker and the child.
This study uses quantitative methodology to examine the data, which provides
valuable information; however, this study will not be able to ascertain the quality of
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certain variables on placement satisfaction, which might have been captured through
qualitative methodology. A mixed method analysis would have been able to provide
more information about the quality of interactions between the caregiver and the child
welfare worker.
The foster parent’s children would definitely be part of the ecosystem and would
make some contribution to the placement satisfaction of the foster youth. However, the
OnLAC database does not provided any information about the biological children of the
foster parents and therefore cannot be included in this study. This would be an area for
further exploration.

Implications
This study has demonstrated that a child’s external environment plays a role in
determining their level of placement satisfaction and has highlighted which child-related
factors are crucial for youth in care. It has also determined that some ecological factors
are essential in the consideration of and planning for permanency. Further, this study has
contributed to understanding which factors in a child environment have influence on
placement satisfaction.
The results from the cross sectional sample showed that placement characteristics,
the time spent working with the child in care, external developments assets, and support
with contact with the biological family have an impact on the child’s placement
satisfaction. From an ecological perspective, this study supports the notion that factors
from the mesosystem and exosystem have some influence on the microsystem, namely
the child. Howe (1983) argued that clinicians and caseworkers are often trained in

76

theoretical orientations that focus on the individual and are therefore biased against
considering the interactions of the environment. This study suggests that more attention
needs to be given to these environmental interactions as they have some impact and
influence on the child. Understanding the ecological factors that influence and impact
placement satisfaction will have implications for social policy in regards to permanency
planning giving special attention to long-term placement for youth in foster care.
Permanency plans need to account for the impact of mesosystem and exosystem on
the microsystem, which comprises the foster parent and the foster youth (Howe, 1983).
The longitudinal results established that there are definitely some factors that need to be
at the forefront when developing permanency plans. Foster/ kin placement have been
reported to be more satisfying placements in comparison to group homes. Thus, every
effort should be made to facilitate moving youth into foster or kin homes. The existing
dilemma is that there are not enough foster/ kin homes to place youth, which also impacts
that number of children in care who are in the home. This fact is not new to the fostering
literature, but policy changes are needed to assist in developing ways to increase the
number of foster or kin homes that are available for youth who are in long-term care.
This study highlighted that the length of time that the child welfare worker has
worked with the child plays an important role in placement satisfaction. This is an
important finding. As it currently stands, child welfare workers are often inundated with
large caseloads, so, they are not able to spend the quality time that they would like (Bell
and Romano, 2015; Winter, 2009). Yet, this study demonstrates that increased time
working with the child has an impact on placement satisfaction. This information may
provide the impetus to adjust the way in which cases are distributed and/or managed.
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Interestingly, this study did not directly address the quality of the relationship, merely
measured the length of time and still found that the interaction between the foster youth
and the child welfare worker to be important. More research is needed to further
understand the implications of quality of the relationship between the child welfare
worker and the child in care.
The child in care is the largest determining factor when it comes to placement
satisfaction, more specifically the relationship between the child in care and the
caregiver. Matching the caregiver and the youth based on religious affiliation and cultural
similarity has been the practice, but according to this study it is not as important. Merely
being connected to a religion may not be enough to have a strong impact on placement
satisfaction. There may be other components of religious affiliation and cultural
similarity that are more pertinent to developing placement satisfaction. Perhaps matching
the child in care and the caregiver based on the level of involvement in religious activities
may be more valuable in improving placement satisfaction for youth.
More attention needs to be given to finding ways to develop and maintain caring
and supportive relationship for youth in care. It would be beneficial if child welfare
agencies were able to provide supportive services that would facilitate the relationship
building process between caregivers and foster youth. For example, considerations may
include the way in which foster parents are trained to engage and build rapport with
foster youth and thus improve and increase positive interactions. Further, this study might
inform better ways to determine the type and frequency of biological visits between
foster youth and their biological families towards youth feeling satisfied with their longterm caregivers. If time and resources were allocated to this component of foster caring
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there might be great gains in improving placement satisfaction, which may improve
success in long-term permanency planning.
Ensuring placement satisfaction maybe linked to improved psychosocial outcomes
and may contribute to placement stability. Thus, doing all possible to facilitate the
youth’s placement satisfaction might assist in minimizing the deleterious effects of being
in care. The outcomes from this study have identified factors that may hinder or promote
placement satisfaction. This knowledge should encourage researchers, policy makers, and
clinicians to find ways to enhance these factors that support placement satisfaction
especially giving attention to the perception of youth of their caregivers.
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